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ABSTRACT  
   
This study investigated the effects of a guided collaboration approach during 
professional learning community meetings (PLC’s) on the perceptions of general and 
special educators as well as the effect on student performance as measured by benchmark 
evaluation. A mixed methodology approach was used to collect data through surveys, 
weekly teacher reflections and benchmark assessment results. Findings indicate that 
collaborative relationships and trust affected teachers’ perceptions of collaboration 
between general and special education teachers. Recommendations for further study 
include lengthening the duration of the study to allow teams time to build trust and 
determine if results are changed based on time to build trust.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
With increasing frequency, students with special needs are being educated in the 
general curriculum. In addition to a push for general education placement, the 
reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act combined with No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) has placed increased focus on the achievement of students 
with special needs. NCLB mandates that all students, including students with disabilities, 
are proficient in reading and math by the end of the 2013-2014 school year.  
Unfortunately, students with special needs are not achieving expected outcomes. This 
increased focus on student achievement has the potential to bring general education and 
special education together as never before.   
School Improvement 
NCLB has placed increased scrutiny on outcomes for all students and many 
schools and districts have responded by implementing various models of teacher 
collaboration.  Collaboration is seen as one of the latest models of school reform.  As 
federal legislation continues to call for increasing levels of achievement for all students, 
teacher collaboration is seen as one of the most important methods for improving schools, 
instruction and student achievement.  
Urban elementary teachers found that when they collaborated, study-group 
meetings progressed from a focus on daily challenges and defending their own practices 
to sharing suggestions for instructional strategies and collaborating to develop new 
instructional approaches (Hollins, McIntyre, DeBose, Hollins & Towner, 2004).  Over 
time, the teachers expressed appreciation for time to dialogue and plan together (Hollins 
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et al., 2004).  Boudah, Logan & Greenwood (2001) found that collaborative teams served 
as a vehicle for professional development, in that collaborative teams allowed teachers a 
structured approach to address the challenges of their practice with their peers and to 
bring about possible change to their teaching practice.  Collaboration is seen as the 
vehicle for teachers to focus on teaching and planning and to better meet the needs of a 
diverse student population (Thousand, Villa & Nevin, 2006). In the article titled, 
“Policies That Support Professional Development in an Era of Reform”, Darling-
Hammond and McLaughlin (2011) recommend that teachers learn through collaborating 
with other teachers.   
  Under NCLB, schools and districts were required to show Adequate Yearly 
Progress with all students, including students with special needs.  Urban School District # 
1, located in the Southwestern United States and the location for this study, has never 
made AYP with its Special Needs population.  As such, this group of students has 
become a focus for the Urban School District #1. Various models of professional 
development (workshops, presentations, etc.) have been tried with little to no 
improvement in academic achievement for students with special needs.  
Professional Learning Communities 
 Professional Learning Communities are a model of collaboration that focuses on 
learning for all, students and teachers.  Although most school reform efforts focus on 
changing the structure of schools, PLC’s focus on changing the culture of schools and the 
beliefs of teachers and administrators.  The four critical questions that guide the work of a 
PLC include:  
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1. What is it we want our students to learn?  What knowledge, skills and 
dispositions do we expect them to acquire as a result of this course, grade 
level, or unit of instruction? 
2. How will we know if each student is learning each of the essential skills, 
concepts, and dispositions we have deemed essential?  
3. How will we respond when some of our students do not learn? What process 
will we put in place to ensure students receive additional time and support for 
learning in a timely, directive, and systematic way?  
4. How will we enrich and extend the learning for students who are already 
proficient?   
(DuFour, DuFour, & Eaker, 2008, p. 184-187) 
 As evidenced by the four critical questions of a PLC, the belief of the PLC 
concept is learning for all.  Despite that, special education students or special education 
teachers are not mentioned in any of the PLC resources.  Although involvement of 
students seems to be implied, special educations teachers are still unclear as to how they 
fit into the process.     
Background  
Context 
  Urban School District #1 is an urban K-8 school district located in Southwestern 
United States. Professional learning communities have been implemented in Urban 
School District #1 for the past five years.  PLC’s are a model of collaboration developed 
by DuFour and Eaker (1998).  Urban School District #1 has invested a considerable 
amount of resources in training staff on the model of collaboration.  Teachers and 
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administrators have participated in consultant led training in district and attended 
workshops off-site.  In 2008, Urban School District #1’s school board adopted a 
resolution in support of becoming a PLC district.   
Urban School District #1 has had success with the PLC model with general 
education students.  In 2009, Urban School District #1 was recognized by the state 
Department of Education for having the highest academic growth in reading among large 
urban school districts in the state.  All Things PLC, the website devoted to the 
implementation of PLC’s, listed Urban School District #1 as a district to look toward for 
evidence of effectiveness.  When comparing those districts to look at for evidence of 
effectiveness, Urban School District #1 is the only district with a free and reduced lunch 
percentage greater than 76%.  The free and reduced lunch percentage of the district is 
<90%.   
Although Urban School District #1 has committed to being a Professional 
Learning Community for five years and PLC’s have been board adopted as a best 
practice, collaboration between general and special educators has not been mandated. 
General education teachers have been collaborating weekly for the last five years, but 
special education teachers have had sporadic involvement.  Special education teachers 
often change teams depending on their caseload or are not involved at all.  Although 
special education teachers and related service providers meet weekly, those meetings are 
not considered collaboration under the PLC model.   
Given that Urban School District #1 has shown success with the PLC model with 
general education teachers and students, the goal of the study was to determine how 
special education teachers perceive their role in a grade level PLC comprised of three to 
5 
five general education teachers and one special education teacher, designed to improve 
achievement outcomes for all students.  Although research on general education teachers 
collaborating is available, limited research has been conducted on collaboration between 
special education and general education teachers with a focus on student achievement of 
students with special needs.     
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Chapter 2 
 
Literature Review 
 
Evolution of Collaboration in Schools 
 
Historically, the work of teaching has been a solitary endeavor.  Teachers would 
rarely participate in professional development, and when they did receive professional 
development, professional development was often offered in a single session and 
afterschool.  Rarely was the professional development job- embedded during the 
workday.  Job-embedded professional development is school or classroom-based and 
integrated into the teacher workday. Teachers would then go back to their classrooms and 
make the choice whether or not to implement any new learning. “Teachers have 
…learned to close their classroom doors in order to innovate and succeed independently 
while presiding over their own classroom kingdoms” (Thessin & Star, 2011, p. 49).  
Students and teachers are part of an educational system entrenched in the idea of survival 
of the fittest and individual achievement (Thessin & Star, 2011), but due to recent 
legislative changes, this idea of individual achievement of teachers is quickly evolving.  
Teacher isolation is becoming a practice of the past.  The latest model of teacher in-
service or professional development is job-embedded and in the form of teacher 
collaboration.   
Joyce and Showers (2002) found that when teachers participate in traditional 
professional development, 5-10% of teachers will take on new learning, but when 
teachers learn new concepts or practices through a collaborative environment, up to 95% 
of teachers implemented those new practices.  Traditional presentation-style professional 
development involves experts “in-servicing” staff by disseminating knowledge and often 
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fails because this form does not consider the teachers’ desire to be an active decision 
maker in their own learning.  Collaboration is a constructivist approach to adult learning 
that allows adults to learn from their colleagues, their experience and their own 
reflection. 
Collaboration is the newest buzzword in education and endorsed by leading 
education agencies.  Whether called a professional learning community (DuFour, 2004), 
critical friends group (Appleby, 1998; Hudson, 2005) or community of practice (Snyder, 
Wenger, & de Sousa Briggs, 2003; Gajda & Koliba, 2008) the basic principle is the same.  
Collaboration is a form of professional development, which emphasizes teachers working 
together to develop a shared vision for student outcomes, improve their teaching practice 
and improve learning for all students.  As federal legislation continues to call for 
increasing levels of achievement for all students, teacher collaboration is being seen as 
one of the best methods for improving schools, instruction and student achievement.   
The belief is that…”when teachers collaborate on their planning and teaching, they are 
better able to meet the needs of diverse students and fulfill their legal responsibilities” 
(Thousand, Villa & Nevin, 2006, p.239).   
Leading education agencies view teacher collaboration as one of the most 
effective professional development methods for improving student achievement for all 
students.  In addition, collaborative teaming has been found to improve school climate 
and culture and improve teacher efficacy (Spraker, 2003).  Another beneficial effect of 
collaboration is the reduced feeling of isolation by teachers.  National Board of 
Professional Teaching Standards (2004) and the National Commission on Teaching and 
America’s Future (2003) believe that school improvement and improved instructional 
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strategies is dependent on the amount of time teachers spend working collaboratively 
with colleagues.   The National Staff Development Council sees organizing adults into 
learning communities as the method of professional development that improves learning 
for all students (NSDC, 2005).  In a study of professional communities by Little (2003), 
findings suggested that group member interactions supported teacher professional 
development and improvement of practice.  Professional learning communities allowed 
teachers the time to talk about their problems with practice, allowed them the time to 
explore those problems, and share materials, student work and solutions (Little, 2003).   
Overview of Professional Learning Communities 
Professional learning communities are cultural shifts for schools and teachers 
where groups of teachers work together for the purpose of improving their teaching 
practice and achieving a common goal – increased student achievement.  DuFour, 
Dufour, Eaker, and Many (2006) defined professional learning communities (PLC’s) as 
educators working collaboratively in order achieve better results for the students they 
serve.  These better results are achieved because teachers are continuing to learn through 
continuous processes of collective inquiry and action research (DuFour, Dufour, Eaker, & 
Many, 2006).  PLC’s operate under the belief that improved learning for students is a 
result of continuous job-embedded learning for educators (DuFour, Dufour, Eaker, & 
Many, 2006).   
 According to DuFour, DuFour, Eaker and Many (2010), PLC’s are characterized 
by six principles:  
1. Shared mission, vision, values and goals – school community creates 
collective commitments to guide their work 
9 
2. Collaborative culture with a focus on learning – shifting focus from “I taught 
this concept” to “My students learned this concept.”  
3. Collective Inquiry – teachers collaborating and researching best practices  
4. Learning by Doing – teachers engaging in action research, implementing best 
practices and collecting data to support the implementation of those practices  
5. Commitment to Continuous Improvement – recognition that the status quo is 
unacceptable  
6. Focus on results – monitoring progress using common assessments          
The PLC model puts the hard work of professional development in the hands of 
teachers and they decide the depth of their work.  PLC’s are not run by administration, 
other school leaders or researchers.  Based on the research of Gregoire (2003), the teacher 
must be ready to confront their own beliefs about education to make the necessary 
changes to their practice.  Lack of trust in colleagues or administrators is a barrier to 
successful collaboration and trust is necessary for teachers to confront their own beliefs 
about education.  Reflection is also required to make substantive change to teacher 
practice and student learning (Gregoire, 2003).  PLC’s offer teachers the opportunity to 
reflect on their teaching practice as they discuss student data and successful teaching 
results.    
Collaboration as Professional Development  
In a review of the literature on professional development in the wake of increased 
accountability, Hochberg and DeSimone (2010) discovered that professional 
development that had an impact on student achievement, had to first impact a teacher’s 
efficacy, a teacher’s belief system about students ability to learn and the teacher’s ability 
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to teach.  Collaborative forms of professional development have been linked to increased 
teacher efficacy.  Their findings recommend that effective professional development 
should:  focus on subject content and standards, involve active learning and collective 
participation, align with other professional activities, take place over time, and respond to 
contextual (individual or local) factors (Hochberg & DeSimone, 2010), all of which align 
to characteristics of PLC’s.   
Teachers believe that job-embedded collaborative professional development 
activities are more beneficial than traditional forms of professional development (US 
Department of Education, 1999).  First reports from a longitudinal study of professional 
development practices in England found that of the 779 participants in long-term 
professional development, 77 percent of teachers reported changing one or more element 
of their teaching practice (Boyle, While & Boyle, 2004).  Teachers in Title 1 schools 
were surveyed regarding classroom realities and No Child Left Behind as part of the 
Harvard Civil Rights Project (2004).  These teachers were working in low-income 
schools serving high minority populations.  When asked about how to meet the high 
standards of NCLB and improve student achievement, teachers responded with a need for 
more collaborative time with other teachers (Harvard Civil Rights Project, 2004). 
In a study of collaborative networks and the benefits to student achievement, 
Moolenaar, Sleegers, and Daly (2012) found through survey data that collaborative 
networks had indirect benefits to student achievement, therefore supporting the earlier 
work of Hochberg and Simone.  Collaborative networks had a direct effect on teachers’ 
collective efficacy (beliefs), which in turn had a direct impact on student achievement.  
Findings identified teachers who had a strong collaborative network and strong beliefs in 
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students’ ability to learn had higher levels of student achievement (Moolenaar, Sleegars 
& Daly, 2012).   
Brownell, Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, and Vanhover (2006) studied the 
correlation between teacher collaboration and the degree to which teachers took on new 
learning.   Their study findings revealed high variations in the degree to which teachers 
implemented new strategies learned through collaboration.  The teachers that they called 
high adopters quickly implemented new strategies, whereas low-adopters needed support 
to implement new strategies and then did not always maintain use of the new strategy 
over time.  The high adopters were teachers that had high levels of skill in both content 
and pedagogy.  This finding brings into question the idea that high adopters may have 
made the change to their practice under any system of professional development, 
including a traditional professional development model such as presentations.  
Researchers believe that professional development that occurs over an extended 
amount of time and involves regularly scheduled contact time has a greater impact on 
teaching practice than short-term professional development (Boyle, While, & Boyle, 
2004).  A PLC is a model of professional development that embraces the philosophy of 
professional development, which occurs over time.   
PLCs are part of the latest school reform effort seen as the method for improving 
student achievement for all students.  In a literature review completed by Vescio, Ross 
and Adams (2008), eight studies on the benefits of professional learning communities 
found that student learning was improved when teachers collaborated in a professional 
learning community. Vescio, Ross and Adams (2008) also found that when teachers 
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collaborate, they often improve their classroom practice.  Subsequent research has shown 
that improved student achievement is a result of increased teacher efficacy.   
Federal Legislation 
Federal legislation has made collaboration a necessity when addressing the needs 
of children eligible for special education services. The Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) specifies team decisions regarding identification as well as team 
decisions on instructional interventions provided to students.  With the emphasis IDEA 
has placed on inclusion, many learners with special needs are educated in the general 
education classroom.  According to a recent IDEA report, 50% of students with special 
needs spend most of the day in general education and another 30% of students spend 
more than half the day in general education (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). 
Students with disabilities between the ages of 6 and 21 receive services in the general 
education classroom more than 80% of the school day.  
Malone and Troup (2000) found that when general educators participate on 
Individual Education Program (IEP) teams, they more often develop positive attitudes 
toward inclusion of students with disabilities in general education programs, but 
collaboration, which is often an educational outcome of the meeting, may not be 
implemented to the degree conceived by the team.  
The reauthorization of IDEA combined with No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has 
placed increased focus on the achievement of students with special needs. Under IDEA 
2004, a “renewed emphasis on ensuring that children with disabilities are actually 
learning” (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2006, p. 396) has occurred and that learning is 
connected to the general curriculum (IDEA, 2004). NCLB mandates that all students, 
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including students with disabilities and other subgroups, are proficient in reading and 
math by the end of the 2013-2014 school year. As a result of NCLB and IDEA, general 
education and special education teachers’ responsibilities with special education students 
have become co-mingled as both are responsible for the learning outcomes for at-risk and 
special needs students.  With this increased pressure for student performance, teachers are 
seeking knowledge from within the teaching ranks. 
Achievement data from across the country continues to show that students with 
disabilities are not achieving at the same rate as general education students (Eckes & 
Swando, 2009).  Schools and school districts that do not make Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) often fail to do so as a result of the performance of the subgroup of students with 
disabilities (Eckes & Swando, 2009).  IDEA and NCLB see the achievement of special 
needs students to be the responsibility of both general and special education teachers.  
This data continues to make the case for general and special education teachers to 
collaborate to determine best methods of instruction for special needs students.     
Collaboration for Inclusion 
 Inclusion of children with special needs in the general education classroom is a 
common, and for many, a mandated placement.  For inclusion to be most effective, as 
documented by multiple studies and articles, it requires collaboration between the general 
educator and one or more other service providers.  The special educator and the general 
educator are most often the key members providing services to individuals with 
disabilities in the general education setting.  Successful collaboration requires time and 
opportunity for discussion. Models of collaboration vary, but regardless of the model, the 
majority of the literature reports that time and opportunity for collaboration are serious 
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challenges to the process affecting the teachers and service delivery to their students. As 
a result of time constraints, collaborators often focus on a specific portion of the school 
day or on a particular subject rather than addressing strategies that encompass behavioral 
or cognitive needs of the student.  The practice of teaming one special education teacher 
with several general education teachers for the purpose of inclusion reduces opportunity 
for teaming and collaboration.  In addition, when multiple students with special needs are 
placed in the general education setting, meeting all their needs is problematic.  
Collaboration for Students with Special Needs 
Teacher Knowledge Base  
Although the knowledge base of general and special educators overlaps, special 
education teachers are considered as having expertise related to knowledge of assessment 
and adaptation of the curriculum and general education teachers are considered experts in 
the area of subject matter content.  Both bring their knowledge of pedagogy and learning.  
Through collaboration, this knowledge can be combined to affect planning and 
instruction for all students in the general education classroom.  Collaborative efforts 
between a general education and a special education teacher, allows for different types of 
expertise to be put into practice in the general education classroom, knowing that a single 
teacher in a classroom cannot differentiate for all learners (Friend, Cook, Hurley-
Chamberlain & Shamberger, 2010). 
Nolet and Tindal (1994), cite this differing knowledge base as a barrier to 
collaboration.  Their study found that those differing knowledge bases and levels of 
training led to the potential for collaborators not seeing themselves as equals.  At the 
middle and high school level, collaboration between general educators and special 
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educators could also be problematic because of differing goals for student learning (Nolet 
& Tindal, 1994).  General education teachers are focused on content instruction while 
special education teachers are focused on students learning basic reading, writing and 
mathematics skills (Nolet & Tindal, 1994).  
Collaboration between general and special educators is based on the theory that 
each group has specific knowledge of teaching and learning and when collaboration 
occurs, any gaps in knowledge from either group can be addressed and remediated (Van 
Garderen, Scheuermann, Jackson, & Hampton, 2008). Curriculum-based collaboration is 
a model of general and special educator collaboration developed by Nolet and Tindal 
(1994) that focused on the strengths of both teachers, but still working as equal partners.  
The curriculum-based collaboration model is similar to a PLC as both models are focused 
on student learning.   
Planning for Accommodations and Modifications 
Interested in the different approaches general and special education teachers take 
in instructional decision making for special education students, Blanton, Blanton and 
Cross (1994) studied general and special education teachers responses to a video-taped 
reading lesson.  Their findings further made the case for collaboration of general and 
special education teachers.  They found that although general and special education 
teachers identified similar solutions to learning problems, they often differed when 
identifying and interpreting learning problems (Blanton, Blanton & Cross, 1994).  They 
also found that when seeking solutions to problems, neither the special education teacher 
nor general education teacher sought out someone from the other group to discuss 
possible solutions (Blanton, Blanton & Cross, 1994).  
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McLeskey and Waldron (2002) studied the development of inclusive school 
programs (ISP) in six elementary schools.  General and special education teachers and 
administrators comprised each school level team.  The goal for the program was to 
instruct students in the general education classroom and the general education curriculum 
and make adaptations and modifications as needed.  Implementation of the ISP resulted 
in increased amounts of collaboration as teachers felt it was critical to the success of the 
program.  Teaming and collaboration took on different forms such as co-planning, 
planning and adapting for individual students and team or co-teaching.   General 
education teachers reported learning how to modify curriculum so special education 
students are successful.  Problems reported included teachers feeling as if team teachers 
were evaluating their teaching. 
Perceptions/Perspectives on Collaboration for Special Needs Students 
Damore and Murray, (2009) surveyed 118 elementary general and special 
education teachers teaching in an urban setting to determine their perspectives regarding 
collaboration and the current levels of collaboration in urban schools.  Their findings 
show that collaborative teaching may be rare in urban schools.  Only 39% of special 
education teachers and 38% of general educators reported engaging in any type of 
collaborative teaching other than consultation (Damore & Murray, 2009).       
Wiggins and Damore (2006)…”define collaboration as a system of planned 
cooperative activities where general educators and special educators share roles and 
responsibilities for student learning (p.49).”   They found the following elements to be 
critical to successful collaboration:  positive attitude, team process, professional 
development, leadership, resources and benefits (Wiggins & Damore, 2006).  
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Collaboration implemented with a focus on teacher development, curriculum innovation, 
and site-based decision-making is a necessity in order to fully include students with 
disabilities successfully in the general education classroom (Brownell, Yeager, Rennells, 
& Riley 1997).   
In a recent study (Malone & Gallager, 2010), special education teachers’ 
perceptions of teamwork revealed generally positive attitudes about collaboration and 
found the process to be beneficial due to differing perspectives, sharing of ideas and 
information and problem solving, etc. Participating special education teachers felt 
favorably about the team process of planning and implementing supports for children 
with disabilities and reported a positive feeling about the teams’ performance 
characteristics (Malone & Gallagher, 2010). The limitations of teamwork noted in this 
study included time or scheduling issues and lack of commitment and participation of 
team members (Malone & Gallagher, 2010).  This study did not include the perspective 
of the general education teacher.   
Kritikos and Birnbaum (2003) interviewed 16 general education teachers and 16 
special education teachers to gather their experiences and views on collaboration. A 
common finding among the participants (62.5%) is that they believed that their role in 
collaboration was to work together.  In contrast to that finding though is that only a little 
over 50% of participants believed they should be collaborating at all.  Participants did 
believe that they learned new strategies and techniques and that there were benefits to 
students.  More than half of the general and special education teachers interviewed also 
mentioned needing more time to improve the process of collaboration.   
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These findings tell us that collaboration between general and special education 
teachers continues to be a challenge.  Although teachers see the importance of 
collaboration, there are school level factors (time and leadership) and individual beliefs 
that continue to hamper the progress of collaboration between general and special 
education teachers.   
In a small study of two teachers participating in co-teaching, the need for 
administrative support of collaborative time was reiterated when that collaborative time 
was taken away (Bouck, 2007).  The special education teacher involved identified her 
changed role in the general education classroom from teacher to assistant when there was 
no longer time for collaborative planning (Bouck, 2007).  For co-teaching and 
collaborative planning to work, school administrators must be facilitators of a 
collaborative vision for the program (Smith, & Leonard, 2005). 
Pre-service Collaboration 
 “For collaboration between general and special education in-service teachers to be 
successful, teacher educators must assist pre-service teachers in developing a shared 
belief that all students can learn (Brownell, Yeager, Rennells & Riley 1997 p. 355).”  A 
collaborative teacher education program (where general and special education programs 
are united) allows pre-service teachers to develop a shared vision of students’ capabilities 
(Winn & Blanton, 1997).   
Gallagher, Vail and Monda-Amaya (2008), found that training for collaboration 
was essential to success and suggest including a course during the initial certification 
period and then through continued professional development (p. 17).  Gallagher, Vail and 
Monda-Amaya’s (2008) study found that teachers trained in collaborative practices, 
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leadership, and strategies for promoting organizational change would reflect upon and 
use the skills in their everyday practice.  
Inadequate teacher preparation for collaboration between general and special 
education is seen as a barrier to successful collaboration.  When teacher preparation 
programs do not include collaboration opportunities for general and special education 
teachers, transition to school practice is challenging for beginning educators (Villa, 
Thousand, Nevin, & Malgeri, 1996).  
Evaluation 
Evaluation of collaboration may take on varying dimensions and provide 
information to any number of stakeholders, including participants, administration, parents 
and educational researchers.  Before entering into any new change process, such as 
professional learning communities, leaders should determine the desired outcomes and 
how the outcomes will be measured (Hourcade, Parette,  & Anderson, 2003).  Hourcade, 
Parette, and Anderson (2003) developed an evaluation model that looked at different 
types of data:  process data (the component processes that comprise the collaborative 
model) and outcomes data (the results of the collaborative model).  Process data is 
defined as the processes used during collaboration and outcome data is the actual 
outcome from the processes.  Process and outcome data can then be sorted into objective 
or subjective data.  Process data allows for others to replicate the collaboration model 
while outcomes data informs teams, schools or districts if the needs that precipitated the 
implementation of collaboration are being met.   
Gajda and Koliba (2008) developed a six-step framework for evaluating and 
improving teacher collaboration.  Administrators begin by raising collaboration literacy 
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on campus through presentations, readings and workshops (Gajda & Koliba, 2008). Next 
administrators inventory collaborative teams and move teachers as necessary to ensure 
equitable distribution of teachers (Gajda & Koliba, 2008).  Assessing the quality of team 
collaboration and making necessary corrections is critical to this evaluative process 
(Gajda & Koliba, 2008).  Finally, Gajda and Koliba (2008) recommend celebrating the 
accomplishments of teams.  Due to the culture of individualism in education, school 
administrators will have to be prepared for teacher resistance and have methods to 
overcome that resistance.    
Collaboration for Students with Special Needs 
Although PLC’s are a popular topic of research, the role of the special education 
teacher is rarely discussed, nor a focus of the research (Blanton & Perez, 2011). Special 
education has generally been characterized as collaborative as IEP teams and service 
providers have been collaborating since the inception of special education, but general 
education has been slow to employ this method of learning for teachers.  Although 
research is clear on the benefits of teacher collaboration, the involvement of special 
education in the process remains unknown.  When conceptualizing collaboration between 
general education and special education teachers often confusion emerges, as 
collaboration is synonymous with inclusion, integration or co-teaching. When 
collaboration was first discussed in regards to special education after the passage of P.L. 
94-142, the model referred to a special educator consulting with a general education 
teacher on how to provide services to special education students in the general education 
classroom (Cook, & Friend, 2010). Cook and Friend (2010) indentified the difficulty of 
indentifying collaboration in special education because the terms are so often used 
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interchangeably with other common vocabulary, such as:  consultation, inclusion, 
integration and co-teaching.  For most researchers, the current view of collaboration has 
changed and is no longer synonymous with consultation.  
Recent laws and movements by advocacy groups have called for special needs 
students to be educated in the general curriculum.  Hoover and Patton (2008) discussed 
the changing role of the special education teacher and identified five roles that were 
necessary for the contemporary special educator to possess.  Those roles include:  data 
driven decision maker, collaborator, knowledge of differentiation, socio-emotional and 
behavior supports, and evidence-based intervention (Hoover & Patton, 2008).   The need 
for greater collaboration skills has always been there, but with current legislation, 
collaboration has moved to the forefront.  Hoover and Patton (2008), describe the skill set 
needed for effective collaboration as …”effectively interacting with and supporting other 
educators in their efforts with learners at-risk and/or those with special needs in inclusive 
class settings (p. 200).”  “Sustained, ongoing collaborative efforts” between general and 
special educators (p. 499), are also required for the success of Response to Intervention 
(Bean & Lillenstein, 2012).   
Although research on teamwork with special education teachers has been 
completed, the major focus of past research has been on the collaboration between 
general and special education teachers that co-teach in an inclusive classroom (Thousand, 
Villa, & Nevin, 2006; Bouck, 2007; Friend, Cook, Hurley-Chamberlain & Shamberger, 
2010). Little research has been found to document the perspectives of special education 
teachers working on teams with their regular education peers focusing on standards based 
education, assessment and student outcomes.   
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Searching well-known special education and general education journals using the 
search terms, “collaboration” and “special education” and “general education” resulted in 
research on co-teaching.  When only using the search term “collaboration”, few results 
were found that focused on collaboration of special education teacher and general 
education teachers, with a focus on educational attainment.  A number of journal articles 
discovered in search results were focused on collaboration between special educators and 
related service providers, not with general educators focused on student achievement 
(Friend & Cook, 2010; Malone & Gallagher, 2010).  A desired outcome of collaboration 
is a coordinated effort to ensure that effective teaching methods are utilized in all 
educational settings a student encounters (Mainzer, Deschler, Coleman, Kozleski  & 
Rodriguez-Walling 2003).  Instruction received from the special education teacher should 
support the student in fulfilling the expectations in general education.   
Summary of the Literature  
 
 Teachers are moving away from teaching in isolation to working in a system of 
collaboration.  Research shows that collaboration, as a form of professional development, 
is considerably more effective than traditional modes of professional development such 
as workshops or in-services.  Although collaboration has not been shown to directly 
impact student achievement, collaboration has been linked to increased teacher efficacy, 
which is correlated to increased student achievement.   The case for collaboration extends 
the knowledge base of both general and special educators.  Research findings are 
generally positive on general and special education teachers’ perspectives and 
perceptions of collaboration, but they also find that collaboration between regular and 
general educators is not occurring consistently.    
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 Although special education is known for being collaborative through IEP teams, 
intervention teams and former models of consultation, little research has occurred on the 
collaboration between general and special educators for the purpose of student 
achievement.  Research found has generally consisted of research on co-teaching or 
inclusion.  Research on the collaboration between general and special education teachers 
focusing on student achievement of students with special needs is needed.    
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this research study was to add to the knowledge base of methods 
of collaboration between general and special educators.  Collaboration for the purpose of 
this review of existing data will be considered teams of teachers (general and special 
education) working together to improve practice and student achievement outcomes for 
all students.  The following questions will guide the research:   
1. What effect does a guided collaboration approach designed to focus on the 
growth of one special education student have on regular and special education 
teachers’ perceptions of collaboration?   
2. What effect does a guided collaboration approach have on the exchange of 
ideas between regular and special education teachers?  
3. How does a guided collaboration approach affect a special education child’s 
performance as measured by the developmental levels of a quarterly 
benchmark assessment?   
 
 
 
 
 
24 
Chapter 3 
 
Methodology 
 
This chapter details the methodology used to complete this program evaluation. 
The research questions addressed were: 
1. What effect does a guided collaboration approach designed to focus on the 
growth of one special education student have on regular and special 
education teachers’ perceptions of collaboration?   
 
 
2. What effect does a guided collaboration approach have on the exchange of 
ideas between regular and special education teachers?  
 
 
3. How does a guided collaboration approach affect a special education 
child’s performance as measured by the developmental levels of a 
quarterly benchmark assessment?   
 
The research methodology for this program evaluation was mixed methods. 
Program evaluation allows the researcher to evaluate or test the effectiveness of specific 
solutions to a problem (Patton, 2002).  Mixed methodology is based on the theory that 
biases inherent in one method could be neutralized by another method.  Creswell (2009) 
defines concurrent mixed methodology as the process by which the research combines 
both qualitative and quantitative data to provide a complete analysis of the research 
problem.  Quantitative and qualitative data are collected simultaneously and then 
integrated in the analysis of the results.    
Qualitative data was gathered through Collaboration Reflection Forms and 
teachers’ weekly reflections.  Descriptive quantitative data from surveys was used to 
indicate the impact of the guided collaboration approach on teachers’ perceptions of 
collaboration.  District benchmark assessment data was used to measure the effect of the 
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guided collaboration approach on the academic growth of students, as determined by 
developmental level scores.  The three sources of data were triangulated to create an 
overall picture of the analysis.  Figure 1 provides a visual illustration.  
 
  
Figure 1:  Triangulation of the data sources.   
Participants and Setting 
 This program evaluation was conducted at a school site within a low income, 
urban community.  The school is a K-8 school with approximately 850 students and is 
part of a mid-sized district located in the southwestern United States.  The school was 
labeled as “Performing Plus” and received a “B” according to state guidelines for 
reporting school performance during the 2011-2012 school year.  The student population 
was 95% Hispanic, 2% African American/not Hispanic, 2% Caucasian/ not Hispanic and 
1% other. The percentage of free and reduced lunch indicated that 96.5% of the families 
lived in poverty, making this a Title 1 school.   
Data from 
collaboration 
reflection form. 
Student achievement 
data from district 
benchmark 
assessment 
Data from pre-and 
post-survey  
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Guided Collaboration Approach 
Collaboration was a priority for this K-8 school as evidenced by the school master 
schedule where all teams were allotted 80 to 90 minutes for collaboration weekly (See 
Appendix A for Master Schedule).  All teams on campus followed a guided collaboration 
approach and completed a Collaboration Reflection Form weekly.  For the purpose of this 
study, the Collaboration Reflection Form was adapted to focus on special education and 
at-risk students through specific questions and agenda items.  The adapted form also 
included reflection questions to be completed weekly.  The guided collaboration 
approach attempted to keep team meetings focused on academic topics such as discussion 
of specific grade level standards and/or objectives, grade level lesson planning, 
developing common assessments, data analysis of student work or assessment data, 
action research, and planning of intervention or enrichment for students.  The 
Collaboration Reflection Form was reflective of those components essential to 
Professional Learning Community meetings.   
Composition of Teams Participating in Study 
Four grade level teams from the K-8 school participated in this program 
evaluation. The number of general educators on each grade level team ranged from three 
to five, with each team joined by one special educator.  Grade level teams varied in their 
years of collaboration with each other ranging from three months to just under two years. 
Team A was the largest team in the study with five general education teachers and one 
special education teacher.  The three other teams participating in the study each had three 
general education teachers and one special education teacher.  The same special 
education teacher participated on both the seventh and eighth grade team.  Team B, the 
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sixth grade team, had consistent team membership for the last two school years, resulting 
in the greatest length of time collaborating as a team.  Team A and Team D had been 
collaborating with current team members since the beginning of the 2011-2012 school 
year as those teams each had new teachers join the teams that school-year.  Team C had 
only been collaborating as a team for three months at the time of the study since one team 
member left the grade level in December 2011 and a new teacher was hired in January 
2012. Each team had a consistent time set each week for collaboration and were given 
from eighty to ninety minutes to collaborate. See Table 1 for specific details relating to 
number of teachers on each grade level team, weekly collaboration times and number of 
months/years each team had used this collaboration model. 
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Table 1  
Teacher Team Standard Meeting Times, Team Members, and Length of Time 
Collaborating as a Team  
Teacher’s Teams Meeting Times 
Number of Team 
Members 
Number of 
months/years using 
Collaboration 
Model 
Team A First 
Grade  
Monday from 
2:10 to 3:40 
5 regular education 
teachers  
1 special education 
teacher 
7 months  
Team B Sixth 
Grade 
Tuesday from 
7:40 to 9:10  
3 regular education 
teachers  
1 special education 
teacher 
1 year 7 months  
Team C Seventh 
Grade 
Friday from 
7:40 to 9:10 
3 regular education 
teachers  
1 special education 
teacher 
2 months  
Team D Eighth 
Grade  
Wednesday 
from 10:50 to 
12:20 
3 regular education 
teachers  
1 special education 
teacher 
7 months  
 
 Teachers participating in the study had taught from less than one year to a 
maximum of 22 years.  The majority of teachers in the study (75%) taught less than ten 
years.  There were five teachers new to the school during the 2011-2012 school year and 
the other twelve teachers averaged seven years teaching at the school.   Table 2 presents 
the specific number of years individual team members had been teaching and the number 
of years each teacher had taught at the school.  This information was gathered from the 
pre-survey given to teachers during the initial team meeting.  
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Table 2 
Teacher Years of Experience and Years at School by Team 
 
Team A – Grade 1 
Years of 
Experience 
Years at 
School 
General Education Teachers 0-5 years  5 years  
General Education Teacher  0-5 years  < 1 year  
General Education Teacher  0-5 years  5 years  
General Education Teachers 5-10 years  6 years  
General Education Teacher  5-10 years  6 years  
Special Education Teacher  15-20 years < 1 year 
Team B – Grade 6 Years of 
Experience 
Years at 
School 
General Education Teacher  5-10 years  6 years  
General Education Teacher  5-10 years  7 years  
General Education Teacher  5-10 years 3 years  
Special Education Teacher  5-10 years  4 years  
Team C – Grade 7 Years of 
Experience 
Years at 
School 
General Education Teacher  20 + years  22 years  
General Education Teacher  20 + years  3 months  
General Education Teacher  0-5 years  7 months  
Special Education Teacher  5-10 years  3 years  
Team D – Grade 8 Years of 
Experience 
Years at 
School 
General Education Teacher  0-5 years  7 months  
General Education Teacher  10-15 years  11 years  
General Education Teacher  0-5 years  3.5 years  
Special Education Teacher  5-10 years  3 years  
30 
Procedures 
In the spring of the 2012 school year, the research program evaluation was 
introduced to the participating teams at the school site during before and after school 
team collaboration meetings.  During the team meeting, consent forms were given to 
teachers with written information regarding the purpose of the study (See Appendix B).  
A training script was used to ensure all teachers and grade level teams were given the 
same information about the study (See Appendix C).  Questions about the study were 
answered during team meetings and consent forms were collected. Teachers on the teams 
completed two surveys individually, one at the beginning of the treatment and the other 
approximately nine weeks later, at the end of the quarter.  The survey was designed to 
analyze perceptions of teachers relative to team collaboration with general and special 
education teachers, interventions designed for children eligible for special education 
services and children at-risk, and sources of support for each teacher and contributions 
made by fellow team members (See Appendix D). 
Intervention Design /Guided Collaboration Approach 
 Teacher teams in this study had been collaborating weekly since August 2011, 
with the exception of Team C, which had a new teacher join the team in January 2012.  
At the end of each collaboration meeting, teachers completed a weekly collaboration 
reflection form.  For the purpose of this study, this form had been adapted to include 
reflection questions and documentation specific to special education students or students 
at-risk in each classroom.  In addition to other students at the grade level, each teacher 
was asked to discuss at least one special education student or student at-risk during 
collaboration over the course of the nine-week study.  Teachers were asked to describe 
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the support/instruction given to student(s) and what progress student(s) made that week.  
During the last five to ten minutes of each collaboration meeting, teachers were to 
complete the Collaboration Reflection form and the weekly reflection questions (See 
Appendix E).  
Teacher Survey 
Teachers were asked to complete the survey during the first team meeting of the 
nine weeks and then again at the end of the nine weeks in a team meeting. On a four-
point, Likert-scale, teachers rated the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with 
statements about the team process of collaboration and support when applied to provision 
of services for children eligible for special education or students at-risk.  Likert-type 
ratings scales are used to measure a person’s attitude or opinion about a particular topic.    
Guided Collaboration Form and Teacher Reflections 
At the initial meeting, the teams met for orientation of the study and to complete 
the survey.  Weekly after the orientation of the study and for the following nine weeks, 
teams were asked to complete a Collaboration Reflection Form summarizing their 
perceptions after each meeting.  Collaboration Reflection Forms were provided as guides 
for collaboration during team meetings.  Collaboration Reflection Forms served as an 
agenda for each team meeting.  Teachers were asked to respond to the same three 
reflection questions each week for nine weeks to determine whether collaboration content 
changed over time.  The questions for reflection are in Table 3.  Teachers completed this 
information in writing during the last five to ten minutes of each Professional Learning 
Community/ team meeting for the purpose of reflection on the meeting content.  
Information was dated and labeled by teacher and group as it was submitted.  No data 
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was analyzed until the nine weeks of meetings had been completed.  The evaluator or 
assistant principal kept a record of these responses until the close of the nine-week 
program evaluation. 
Table 3  
Weekly Reflection Questions 
 
Teacher reflection data were used to evaluate the exchange of ideas by general 
and special education teachers during weekly team collaboration meetings.  General and 
special education teacher perceptions of the guided collaboration process were gathered 
through reflections and through a comparison of the pre and post survey data.  Codes 
were developed during the data analysis process.  The researcher and an independent 
coder read the teacher reflections and followed Miles and Huberman’s (1994) approach 
to data reduction, data display, and conclusion drawing. Inter-rater reliability was 
established and set at 90%.  The process of establishing inter-rater reliability was 
completed by the researcher and an independent coder using the researcher developed 
coding system. 
1 
 
Describe one or more 
specific situations or 
challenges presented 
in the group 
discussion this week 
relative to a 
child/children eligible 
for special education 
services. 
2 
Explain how the group 
discussion helped you 
regarding your own 
classroom instruction for a 
child/children eligible for 
special education services, 
including how the 
suggestions will (or will 
not) be implemented. 
3 
 
Describe 
contributions 
provided to one or 
more of your class 
colleagues for 
challenging situations 
related to a 
child/children eligible 
for special education 
services they faced 
this week. 
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Student Assessment Data 
 Urban School District # 1 used Galileo, a benchmark assessment program through 
ATI-Online.  Benchmark assessments in both reading and math were aligned to the 
district curriculum maps and pacing guides and measured the objectives that were to be 
taught each nine weeks.  The Galileo benchmark assessment data allowed Urban School 
District #1 to measure student growth and forecast standards mastery for the state AIMS 
assessment.  The ability to forecast standards mastery, allowed Urban District #1 to 
predict student performance on the state assessment, AIMS.  This benchmark assessment 
data also allowed teachers to identify students in need of re-teaching or intervention.   
Student growth was measured by developmental level scores assigned to each 
student based on the specific items correct and the overall number of items correct.  
Galileo uses item response theory to determine the weight of each question.  Individual 
student developmental level scores were then compared to developmental level cut scores 
calculated by ATI-Online to determine expected growth.  The developmental level cut 
scores were aligned by proficiency level:  Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard and 
Approaches Standard.  The developmental score is compiled of a mean score of 500 + 
(grade level x 100).  For example, a first grade developmental level score would be 600; a 
seventh grade developmental level score would be 1200.  Using multiple tests throughout 
the school year allows schools and districts to measure student growth using the 
developmental level.  For example, a seventh grader took the first benchmark assessment 
of the school year and scored an expected developmental level score of 1100. On the 
second benchmark assessment given at the end of the first quarter of the school year, to 
seventh grader scored an 1140.  The student made 40 points growth toward the expected 
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100 points growth for the school year.  This student would be considered on target for 
achieving grade level goals by the end of the school year.    
Comparisons were made using the method of the following example.  Student A 
received a developmental level score of 625 for the third quarter reading assessment.  On 
the fourth quarter reading assessment student A received a developmental level score of 
655.  The difference between third and fourth quarter was 30 points.  Galileo’s expected 
Meets developmental level score for third quarter was 675 and the expected Meets 
developmental level score for fourth quarter was 698, for a difference of 23 points.   
Student A exceeded the expected growth by 7 points.   
Galileo assessments were given four times yearly for first grade students and five 
times yearly for second through eighth grade students. All Galileo assessments were 
untimed.  Students with special needs were tested according to accommodations outlined 
in the IEP and were tested in either the general education classroom, the resource room or 
another location on campus that allowed for a small group testing environment. 
 For the purpose of this study, developmental scores were used to determine 
student growth during the nine-week study.  To determine growth during the study, the 
number of both students with special needs and general education students that made 
expected growth was calculated.  This data was calculated from the second to the third 
quarter to determine a baseline number of students that made expected growth.  Second 
to third quarter data was then compared to third to fourth quarter data to determine if 
there was an increase in number of students with special needs that made expected 
growth as well as general education students that made expected growth.  The data will 
be presented in the following example table:   
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Table 4  
Example of Benchmark Assessment Results Table  
Team - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Subject 
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
General Ed. 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
Special Ed./At 
Risk 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
General Ed. 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
Special 
Ed./At Risk 
# of Students 
That MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
    
# of Students 
That DID 
NOT MAKE 
Expected 
Growth  
    
 
Teachers went through the process of determining growth points quarterly.  This 
process allowed teachers and administrators to identify students not making expected the 
proficiency level or expected growth and intervene as necessary.  
Data Analysis Plan 
Qualitative Data 
For research questions one and two, data was analyzed qualitatively.  Data coding 
was used to facilitate thematic content analysis.  Qualitative data was gathered from 
teachers’ responses to the weekly reflection questions.  Additionally, comments from the 
Collaboration Reflection Form that were related to special education and at-risk students, 
participation of team members, scaffolding of objectives for special education and at-risk 
students, small group support or intervention and special education and at-risk student 
progress were coded and included in data analyzed for the purpose of answering research 
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questions one and two for this study.  Numerical data representing thematic categories 
were included in the results of this study, in order to identify significant patterns and 
changes within each identified theme.  Numerical data should not be considered 
statistical analysis. 
 Data from the teacher reflections and data found in the pre and post intervention 
surveys were presented as follows:  
• Numerical data were presented for each code (teacher reflections) or question 
(pre- and post-surveys).   
• Numerical trends were briefly discussed for each code or question. 
• A general discussion of results specific to each research question was presented, 
including significant quotes from participants if applicable, or trends in text. 
The coding system was used to analyze teacher responses across collaboration sessions. 
The coding system emerged based on trends and common themes from data analysis and 
literature review.    
Quantitative Data 
Galileo assessment data will be analyzed to determine student growth by quarters. 
Second quarter developmental levels compared to third quarter developmental levels for 
each special education students and general education students were used to determine 
baseline levels of growth.  Those baseline numbers of students were then compared to 
fourth quarter developmental levels to determine the number of individual special 
education students who made growth.  The growth scores for special education and at-
risk students were compared to general education student growth during the duration of 
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the study. Developmental scores were separated by special education students, general 
education students and grade level.     
Descriptive data of the demographics and the relationship of the demographics to 
the responses on the pre-intervention and post-intervention surveys are included in 
Chapter 4.  Pre and post-survey responses were compared to each other and analyzed in 
comparison to teacher reflection responses.   
Figure 2 provides a visual illustration of the data sources and methods of analysis 
that led to study conclusions.  
 
 
Figure 2: Illustration of research design procedures. 
 
Conclusions 
Findings related to current research 
from the field   
Understanding of research questions by 
convergence of data sources  
Data Analysis 
Coding of reflections and 
comments from Collaboration 
Reflection Form  
Pre- and Post- Survey data 
compared to reflection coding
Benchmark Assessment data 
used to determine 
effectiveness of Guided 
Collaboration  
Data Collection 
Pre- and post surveys and benchmark 
assessments 
Collaboration Reflection Forms and 
Reflection Questions 
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CHAPTER 4 
Findings and Results 
Introduction 
This study investigated the effects of a guided collaboration approach during 
professional learning community meetings (PLC’s) on the perceptions of general and 
special educators as well as the effect on student performance as measured by benchmark 
evaluation.  The study was conducted in a K-8 school in a large (20,000 + students) urban 
elementary school district in the southwestern region of the United States.  This district 
had already committed to furthering the collaborative efforts of general education 
teachers by adopting the philosophies of PLCs.  At the time of this study, little effort had 
been made consistently across the district to provide a structure for collaboration between 
general and special education teachers.  This study provided a collaborative structure for 
general and special educators during PLC weekly meetings.  Four grade level teams, 
Team A – First Grade, Team B- Sixth Grade, Team C – Seventh Grade and Team D – 
Eighth Grade, from a K-8 school participated in this study.    
In this mixed methods study, data was gathered from pre and post survey data 
related to collaborative planning within teams and weekly teacher reflections in which the 
PLC meeting was structured.  Findings from those data were analyzed in comparison to 
third and fourth quarter student assessment data to determine the effect of study elements 
on student achievement for both general and special education students.  This chapter 
details and analyzes the findings in relation to the following research questions:  
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1.  What effect does a guided collaboration approach designed to focus on the 
growth of one special education student have on regular and special education 
teachers’ perceptions of collaboration?   
2.  What effect does a guided collaboration approach have on the exchange of 
ideas between regular and special education teachers?  
3. How does a guided collaboration approach affect a special education child’s 
performance as measured by the developmental levels of a quarterly 
benchmark assessment?   
Although the responses were gathered from weekly reflections from the four 
teams, information from two teams, Team C – Seventh Grade and Team D – Eighth 
Grade, was limited and did not show any change in perception from pre to post-survey.  
The other two teams, Team A – First Grade and Team B – Sixth Grade, did show a 
change in responses on the pre post survey, though the change was not necessarily 
positive.  These findings will be further discussed in relation to the themes of the study as 
they were generated from the weekly reflections.   
Weekly teacher reflection data were coded and analyzed in relation to survey 
data, qualitative analysis of the weekly reflections and existing literature on teacher 
collaboration.  Through that process, three main themes emerged.  Those themes were 
structured collaboration approach, barriers to collaboration and collaborative 
relationships.  Chapter Four will begin with an analysis of the pre and post-survey results 
and conclude with an analysis of the benchmark student assessment data.    
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Survey Results  
 A pre and post-survey were given to each participant in the study.  For the pre-
survey, sixteen (16) participants returned the survey.  Five teachers and one special 
education teacher made up Team A, the first grade team. At the beginning of the study, 
one first grade teacher was on maternity leave.  She returned to school two weeks into the 
study and collaborated with her team, but did not complete surveys or reflection 
responses.  Team B consisted of three general education teachers and one special 
education teacher.  Team C and D each had three general education teacher and one 
special education teacher collaborated with both Team C and Team D.  Thirteen (13) out 
of sixteen (16) teachers returned the post-survey.   
 Survey questions were divided into two categories, based on the research 
questions:  Teachers’ Perceptions of the Guided Collaboration Process and Exchange of 
Ideas During a Guided Collaboration Approach.  Those questions that were related to 
teachers’ perceptions of the guided collaboration process, research question one, were 
grouped together (See Table 5).  Questions that were associated with teachers’ exchange 
of ideas, research question two, were also grouped together (See Table 6).   
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Table 5  
Survey Questions That Align with Teacher Perceptions of a Guided Collaboration 
Approach 
Survey Questions and Responses That Align with Teacher Perceptions of a 
Guided Collaboration Approach 
Inclusion of a special educator in my PLC gives my team the professional 
development needed to address the diverse needs of students who are eligible 
for special education services. 
I believe that working with the special education teacher during my PLC time 
is beneficial to my practice when addressing interventions for children with 
special needs.  
I don’t see any barriers that inhibit effective collaboration between regular 
and special education teachers outside of the time allotted for PLC meetings.   
Participating in a PLC with general and special education colleagues has 
helped me to identify the strategies needed to teach students with special 
needs and students at-risk. 
Participating in a PLC with special education teachers, more than information 
from general educators has affected my ability to modify curriculum 
objectives for special education students and students at risk. 
 
Each teacher (regular and special education) has equal decision-making 
power when addressing the education of children in special education. 
 
Resources such as teaching techniques and assessment methods when applied 
to children with special needs are shared equally between regular and general 
education teachers. 
 
Regular and special education teachers share the responsibility for academic 
success (both positive and negative) of special education students? 
 
I see barriers such as time and teacher knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and special education teachers outside of the 
time allotted for PLC meetings.   
 
I believe that participating in a PLC with general education colleagues has 
primarily helped me to identify the strategies needed to teach students with 
special needs and students at-risk. 
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Table 6 
Survey Questions That Align with Exchange of Ideas During a Guided Collaboration 
Approach 
Survey Questions and Responses that Align with Exchange of Ideas During a 
Guided Collaboration Approach  
The special education teacher provides major contributions for general 
education students as a member of the PLC team.    
When I have difficulty with a special needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues to identify possible interventions. 
Participation in a PLC with special education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s appropriate classroom behavior. 
At least one time during the week, outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
When I have difficulty with a special needs student, I usually confer first with 
an administrator to identify possible interventions. 
The special education teacher provides major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC team. 
 
My Professional Learning Community team spends time each week discussing 
the progress of special education students or students at risk 
Participation in a PLC with special education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic performance.  
 When I have difficulty with a special needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify possible interventions.  
 
 The survey results were analyzed by team and by all teachers combined (See 
Appendix G for complete survey results for all teachers).  The difficulty with analyzing 
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by teams was that only two teams, Team A and Team B, had all members turn in both the 
pre and post-surveys so responses from Team A and Team B will be discussed in this 
section (See Appendix H for complete survey results from Team A and Appendix I for 
complete survey results from Team B).  Team C and Team D had fewer teachers turn in 
the post-survey.  Team C submitted three pre-surveys and one post-survey, making 
results from this team difficult to compare (See Appendix J for complete survey results 
from Team C).  These results are not surprising though, given the limited number of 
reflections provided from this team.  This teams issues are detailed in the limitations 
section of this chapter. Team D had three pre-surveys turned in and two post-surveys 
(See Appendix K for complete survey results from Team D).  Again, this makes changes 
over time difficult to determine given the small sample size.     
Teachers’ Perceptions 
  Changes were evident in teacher perceptions of the structured collaboration 
process that included general and special education teachers in the pre and post-survey 
responses.  Most survey responses changed one or two responses either more or less in 
the agree category.  A few questions had large changes with as much of a difference as 
seven between either the pre/post-survey agree or the pre/post-survey disagree.  Most of 
the questions with large changes came from the perceptions category and one came from 
the exchange of ideas category.  Those questions will be discussed here (See Table 7 for 
survey responses of teacher perceptions from all teachers).   
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Table 7  
Survey Questions and Responses of Teacher Perceptions of a Guided Collaboration 
Approach  
Survey Questions and Responses of Teacher Perceptions of a Guided 
Collaboration Approach – All Teams 
Survey Questions Pre-Survey 
n = 16 
Post-Survey 
n = 13 
7.  Agree = 13 
Disagree = 3 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 5 
No Response = 2 
10.  Agree = 10 
Disagree = 6 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 8 
13.  Agree = 6 
Disagree = 9 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 1 
14.  Agree = 7 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 2 
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 8 
No Response = 1 
15.  Agree = 15 
Disagree = 1 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 2 
16.  Agree = 11 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 9 
 
17.  Agree = 12 
Disagree = 3 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 5 
No Response = 1 
18.  
 
Agree = 12 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 2 
Agree = 9 
Disagree = 4 
 
19.  Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
No Response = 3 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 9 
No Response = 1 
20.  Agree = 13 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 2 
 
n= number of teachers  
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When looking at the combined number of teachers responding, a few questions 
stand out as having a high number in agreement or disagreement or noticeable differences 
in pre and post results.  Question seven focused on “working with special education 
teacher…is beneficial to my practice”.  Pre-survey responses for question seven had 13 
teachers in agreement that it was beneficial working with the special educator in a PLC.   
Post-survey responses dropped considerably.  Post-survey results show that only six 
teachers agreed with the question.  When looking at team responses, Team A, first grade, 
is the only team with noticeable differences in responses for this question (See Table 8 
for Team A responses to questions 7, 10 and 14).  Pre-survey responses showed that 
Team A had four teachers in agreement that “working with the special education 
teacher…is beneficial to my practice”. Post-survey responses show one teacher in 
agreement.  These results are not surprising given the comments from reflections 
analyzed later in this chapter that reflect a lack of trust between the general education 
teacher and the general education teachers.  Team B, sixth grade had a change of one less 
in the agree category in the post-survey (See Table 9 for Team B responses to questions 
7, 10, and 14).    
  Questions ten and fourteen (See Table 7 for responses from all teachers) were 
similar in that they looked at how participation in a PLC with a special education teacher 
“helped me [teacher] identify strategies” and “affected my [teacher] ability to modify 
curriculum”.  Pre-survey responses for question ten had 10 teachers in agreement that 
they were helped to identify strategies.  Post-survey responses went down to five teachers 
in agreement.  Pre-survey responses showed an equal distribution between agree and 
disagree for question fourteen.  Post-survey results showed that only four teachers agreed. 
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When looking at responses by teams, interestingly Team A showed no change between 
pre and post-survey responses as both surveys showed an equal number in agreement and 
disagreement (See Table 8 for Team A responses to questions 10 and 14).  Team B had 
an even number of teachers in agreement as disagreement, two and two in the pre-survey.  
Post-survey responses for this team showed that no one was in agreement with this 
question (See Table 9 for Team B responses to questions 10 and 14).   
 Question fourteen, regarding the teachers’ ability to modify curriculum objectives 
reflected no change for either Team A or Team B.  Both teams had the same number of 
teachers in agreement in both pre and post-survey. Of note though, was that most of the 
responses were in the disagree or no response category for this question (See Tables 8 
and 9 for Team A and Team B responses to question 14).  
Table 8  
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
 
First Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
First Grade 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 6 
Post-Survey  
n =6 
7. I believe that working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC time is 
beneficial to my practice when 
addressing interventions for children with 
special needs.  
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
10. Participating in a PLC with general 
and special education colleagues has 
helped me to identify the strategies 
needed to teach students with special 
needs and students at-risk. 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 3 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 3 
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14. Participating in a PLC with special 
education teachers, more than 
information from general educators has 
affected my ability to modify curriculum 
objectives for special education students 
and students at risk. 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 3 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
 
n = number of first grade teachers on Team A 
Table 9 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team B 
 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions  Pre-Survey  
n = 5 
Post-Survey  
n =5 
7. I believe that working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC time is 
beneficial to my practice when 
addressing interventions for children with 
special needs.  
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 0 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 0 
No Response = 1 
10. Participating in a PLC with general 
and special education colleagues has 
helped me to identify the strategies 
needed to teach students with special 
needs and students at-risk. 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 0 
Disagree = 4 
 
14. Participating in a PLC with special 
education teachers, more than 
information from general educators has 
affected my ability to modify curriculum 
objectives for special education students 
and students at risk. 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 1 
n = number of sixth grade teachers on Team B  
The other question that displayed noticeable differences in pre and post-survey 
responses was about the teachers’ perceptions of “teaching techniques and assessment 
methods…shared equally between special and general educators”. Overall, 11 teachers 
48 
agreed with the question 16 on the pre-survey and four agreed on the post-survey.  Team 
A, First Grade, had four teachers agree on the pre-survey and only one teacher agreed on 
the post (See Table 10 for Team A responses to questions 15 and 16).  Team B, Sixth 
Grade, had two teachers agree, one disagree and one no response on the pre-survey.  On 
the post-survey, one teacher agreed and three teachers disagreed (See Table 11 for Team 
B responses to questions 15 and 16).     
 Question 15, which asked whether general and special education teachers have 
“equal decision making power when addressing the education of children in special 
education”, had the majority of teachers agree both pre and post-survey.  Pre-survey had 
15 teachers agree and the post-survey had 11 teachers agree.  Team A, First Grade, had 
all six teachers agree on the pre-survey and only four teachers agree on the post-survey 
(See Table 10 for Team A responses to questions 15 and 16).  Team B, Sixth Grade, 
started with three in agreement on the pre-survey and had four in agreement on the post-
survey (See Table 11 for Team B responses to questions 15 and 16). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
49 
Table 10 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
 
First Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
First Grade 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 6 
Post-Survey  
n =6 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-making 
power when addressing the education of 
children in special education. 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 0 
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 2 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods when 
applied to children with special needs are 
shared equally between regular and 
general education teachers. 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 5 
 
n = number of first grade teachers on Team A 
Table 11 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team B 
 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team B 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions  Pre-Survey  
n = 4 
Post-Survey  
n = 4 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-making 
power when addressing the education of 
children in special education. 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 1 
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 0 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods when 
applied to children with special needs are 
shared equally between regular and 
general education teachers. 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 1 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 3 
 
n = number of sixth grade teachers on Team B   
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Exchange of Ideas 
Questions discussed in this section will reflect a focus on practice or exchange of 
ideas during PLC’s (See Table 12 for all teacher responses to questions about the 
exchange of ideas).  Responses to question four, about conferring with the regular 
education teacher “when I [teacher} have difficulty with a special needs student” were 
positive in the pre-survey.  In the pre-survey, 15 of 16 teachers agreed.  In the post-
survey 8 of 13 teachers agreed with the statement (See Table 12).   
Table 12 
Survey Questions and Responses on the Exchange of Ideas During a Guided 
Collaboration Approach  
Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Exchange of Ideas During 
a Guided Collaboration Approach – All Teams 
Survey Questions 
by number 
Pre-Survey 
n = 16 
Post-Survey 
n = 13 
2.  Agree = 9 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 7 
 
3.  Agree = 8 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 2 
 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 6 
 
4.  Agree = 15 
Disagree = 1 
 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 5 
 
5.  Agree = 7 
Disagree = 8 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 7 
 
6. Agree = 1 
Disagree = 15 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
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8.  Agree = 8 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
 
9.  Agree = 11 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 5 
 
11.  Agree = 8 
Disagree = 8 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 2 
12. Agree = 8 
Disagree = 8 
 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 2 
 
n = number of teachers 
 
On Question four, Team A, First Grade, had six teachers in agreement on the pre-
survey and two in agreement on the post-survey.  The responses to this question are 
interesting when related to the lack of trust between the general educators and the special 
educator on this team.  Team B, Sixth Grade, had 75% of the teachers in agreement on 
the pre-survey and 100% in agreement on the post-survey. This confirms later findings 
where this team questions the knowledge of the special education teacher on their team.   
Question four responses are interesting when compared to question five about 
whether the teacher confers with the special education teacher when having “difficulty 
with a special needs student.”  The pre and post-survey results had seven in agree and six 
in agree, respectively.   There is no one person that the majority of teachers confer with 
when they are having difficulty with a special needs student (See Table 12 for responses 
for all teachers that relate to exchange of ideas).   
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Table 13 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Exchange of Ideas from Team A 
 
First Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
First Grade 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 6 
Post-Survey  
n =6 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues 
to identify possible interventions. 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 0 
 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify 
possible interventions.  
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
 
n = number of first grade teachers on Team A 
Table 14 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Exchange of Ideas from Team B 
 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team B 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions  Pre-Survey  
n = 4 
Post-Survey  
n = 4 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues 
to identify possible interventions. 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 1 
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 0 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify 
possible interventions.  
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 2 
 
n = number of sixth grade teachers on Team B   
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 Additional survey questions will be discussed in the sections related to each 
theme.  Survey responses will be discussed by team and overall for all teacher responses.  
The following sections provide an explanation of each theme and the reflection data that 
supports the theme.   
Structured Collaboration Approach 
This theme was expressed often in the reflection data by all teams but not directly 
questioned in the survey. Additionally, the structured collaboration approach was a key 
element of the study design.  Questions three, 11, and 16 from the survey can be linked to 
the theme of structured collaboration approach and will be discussed later in this section 
(See Table 16). All teams were directed to follow the same structured collaboration 
process, but content of the discussions were still quite varied (See Appendix E for 
Structured Collaboration Approach Form). Results will be discussed for specific teams 
later in this section.  Most reflections directly related to the components of the structured 
collaboration approach, and others were connected to structured collaboration through 
research findings detailed in the literature review found in chapter two. Less than 10 
percent of the completed reflection data focused on something other than the structured 
collaboration approach.  Those responses that were not related to the structured 
collaboration approach will be discussed in the section “Barriers to Collaboration” and 
the limitations section of this chapter.   
Research speaks to the benefit of PLC’s being that all teachers are focused on 
student achievement, and the data from reflections demonstrate evidence of a focus on 
student achievement.  The use of common assessments, intervention and action research 
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are tenets of an effective PLC and their use is evident in the reflection data. Intervention, 
action research and goal setting were ideas that were found throughout the reflection data.    
Team A, First Grade, provided numerous examples of the structured collaboration 
approach in their reflection data.  The following quote is an example of this team’s focus 
on common assessments data and intervention.  “We agreed to review the tests of 
students who FB [fell below] on CA [common assessment] and provide differentiated 
support for those students.”  Team A also conducted action research during the time of 
this study.  The team was concerned with how to teach students to conceptualize 10 more 
or 10 less.  “How can we get our students to conceptualize 10 more or 10 less?  Which 
strategy will be the best?  Our action research plan will let us know!!”  Research was 
conducted on various strategies appropriate to teach the concept of 10 more or 10 less.  
Each teacher chose a different strategy to use during instruction.  All teachers then 
assessed students on a common assessment.  The team used the common assessment data 
to determine the best strategy to use with students.  The following quotes detail the 
teachers’ action research plan:  
The action research plan looked at five different methods of teaching 10 more and 
10 less.  The research showed the best way was to have student draw out the 10's 
and add or subtract them. 
 
We looked at action research data from the 10 more and 10 less strategies.  The 
students are not showing their work or any strategy and that is a problem.  We are 
going to use a strategy of drawing 10's and 1's with the students that scored less 
than 2/4 correct.  
 
The action research conducted by Team A may explain the increase in the number of 
students that made expected growth in math during the duration of the study (See Table 
15).   
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Table 15 
Team A – First Grade – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Math  
Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – MATH 
Team A – First Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
General 
Ed. 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed.         
n = 8 
At Risk n = 7 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
General 
Ed. 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
Special Ed.         
n = 8 
At Risk n = 7 
 
3 
 
4 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
 
27 
 
1 
 
38 
 
7 
 
5 
 
4 
Number of 
Students That 
DID NOT 
Make 
Expected 
Growth  
 
45 
 
6 
 
34 
 
0 
n = number of students  
Team B’s, Sixth Grade, reflections also consistently centered on components of 
the structured collaboration approach.  Comments ranged from discussion about specific 
grade level standards and creating assessments to measure the learning of those standards 
to plans for intervention. They met with students four to five times per week in small 
groups for reading intervention. Power Reading is this team’s version of a small group 
reading intervention.  The following quote by a teacher on Team B refers to a discussion 
about special education students and Power Reading:   
We talked about regrouping special ed students by ability and servicing them 
during power reading.  This would both help them and hopefully move the kids 
closer to approaching or meeting in 4th quarter Galileo.  
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 A teacher from Team B also reflected on common planning for reading and 
including the special education teacher in that planning.  The teacher admits that 
previously, some skills were left to the resource teacher.  The study provided 
opportunities for reflection that may not have happened otherwise.  The following quote 
is an example of teacher reflection and how that impacted the discussion of the PLC 
meeting:   
I started to think about how I support fluency in my classroom for my "slower" 
readers.  I don't do enough to help them reach that full potential to become more 
fluent readers.  It’s easier to give that job to the resource teacher.  But perhaps 
part of our planning should be setting up a center or centers that will fill in the 
holes and gaps. This would be in collaboration with SPED support.  
 
Two of the four teams consistently followed the structured collaboration 
approach.  Reflections from the two teams frequently revealed collaboration around 
academic subjects and objectives, teaching strategies, or student data as revealed above.   
The other two teams struggled with the process as evidenced by the reflections that were 
often not related to academic subjects or data. Team C and D’s reflection data showed a 
lack of adherence to the structured collaboration process, with a few exceptions.  This 
discussion of Galileo data is an example of an exception from Team C:  
We discussed 3 students who did not show appropriate progress from the Galileo 
pre-test to the quarter 3 test. We are able to discuss what works for these students.  
We discussed what I do in my classroom in relation to what they do in the general 
ed classrooms to help the students learn. I gave the general ed teachers strategies 
they could use in their classroom to help their special ed students be more 
successful. 
 
This reflection shows an adherence to the structured collaboration approach though the 
response is quite general as was common from this team.  For that reason, conclusions 
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are difficult to make as “what works for these students” and “strategies they could use” 
are not detailed or defined.   
We discussed the specific areas of weakness the students have that put them in the 
high-risk, moderate risk, and low-risk levels.  We found ways to intervene to 
hopefully improve these gaps in time for AIMS. Being able to see exactly what 
specific areas the students are still missing allows us to work more effectively to 
improve their scores in the short time we have available. 
 
Team D’s, Eighth Grade, data reflected discussion of student participation in 
outside events such as grade level incentives and other out of school events.  This will be 
further discussed in the Barriers to Collaboration section. 
Survey questions three, 11, and 16 provide further information that relates to the 
structured collaboration approach theme (See Table 16 for the survey questions and 
responses that relate to the structured collaboration approach theme).  Questions three 
and 11 are specific to what occurs during PLC meetings and the exchange of ideas 
between general and special educators.  Question three discusses the “major contributions 
for students with special needs” made by the special education teacher. Half of the 
teachers agreed, 8 of 16 agreed, with 6 disagree and 2 no responses, that the special 
education teacher made major contributions for students with special needs during PLC’s 
on the pre-survey. There was little change on the post-survey. Seven teachers agreed and 
six disagreed that the special education teacher made major contributions during PLC 
meetings on the post-survey.  After nine weeks of collaboration between general and 
special educators, the numbers did not change for the positive.  Additionally, at least half 
of the teachers did not feel that the special education teachers’ contributions were of 
value.  The responses for question three could be further explained by the barrier of 
teacher knowledge that will be further discussed in the Barriers section.   
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Table 16  
Survey Questions and Responses that Relate to Structured Collaboration for All Teachers 
Survey Questions and Responses that Relate to Structured Collaboration 
All Teachers  
Survey Questions  Pre-Survey  
n = 16 
Post-Survey  
n = 13 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team. 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 2 
 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 6 
 
11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance. 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 8 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 2 
 
16. Resources such as teaching techniques 
and assessment methods when applied to 
children with special needs are shared 
equally between general and special 
education teachers. 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 9 
 
n = number of teachers 
 
Question three, Team B’s, Sixth Grade, responses showed no change from pre to 
post-survey with three in agreement and one in disagreement (See Table 18).  Team A’s, 
First Grade, responses showed slight change on pre and post-surveys (See Table 17).  
Pre-survey showed that no teachers agreed, four disagreed and two had no response.  
Post-survey results showed that two teachers agreed and four disagreed.    
 Question 11 focuses on the participation of the special education teacher and the 
ideas provided particular to intervention by the special education teacher (See Table 16 
for responses from all teachers).  These are similar to that of question three.  Eight of 16 
teachers agreed with this question on the pre-survey and eight disagreed. Four of 13 
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agreed on the post-survey, with seven disagreeing and 2 no responses.  The number in 
agreement dropped slightly from pre to post-survey.  When analyzing these results by 
teams, Team A, First Grade and Team B, Sixth Grade, had a majority of responses in the 
disagree category (See Table 17 for Team A responses and Table 18 for Team B 
responses).  These responses are supported by the reflection data discussed in the barriers 
to collaboration section.   
 Question 16 is focused on whether resources and techniques are shared equally 
between general and special education teachers.  Initially, teachers were in agreement 
with the statement (11 of 16 on the pre-survey), but the number in agreement dropped 
during the post-survey to 4 of 13 in agreement (See Table 16 for responses from all 
teachers). Team A’s responses dropped from pre to post-survey as well.  Initially, four or 
six teachers were in agreement and in the post-survey responses, one of six teachers was 
in agreement (See Table 17 for Team A responses).  Team B’s responses showed a slight 
change.  On the pre-survey, two agreed, one disagreed and one did not respond. On the 
post-survey, one teacher agreed and three disagreed (See Table 18 for Team B 
responses). The difference in pre and post-survey responses may be explained by the 
focus placed upon the contents of the discussions during PLC meetings.  Teachers may 
have believed discussions included sharing of teaching techniques but when required to 
write reflections as part of the study, the teachers uncovered that the discussions were not 
really happening with the same frequency they believed prior to the study.        
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Table 17  
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Structured Collaboration for First Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Structured Collaboration 
First Grade  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 6 
Post-Survey  
n = 6 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team 
Agree = 0 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 2 
 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
 
11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance.  
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods when 
applied to children with special needs are 
shared equally between general and 
special education teachers. 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 5 
 
n = number of first grade teachers on Team A 
Table 18 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Structured Collaboration for Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Structured Collaboration 
Sixth Grade  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 4 
Post-Survey  
n = 4 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 1 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 1 
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11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance.  
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 3 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 1 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods when 
applied to children with special needs are 
shared equally between general and 
special education teachers. 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 1 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 3 
 
n = number of sixth grade teachers on Team B 
Barriers to Collaboration 
An additional theme that emerged from the data analysis was the numerous 
barriers that interfered with collaboration and distracted teams from the structured 
approach to collaboration.  Barriers evident in the research such as time, scheduling 
issues, and opportunity for discussion (Kritikos & Birnbaum, 1994; Malone and Gallager, 
2010) were evident in this study.  
Pre-survey data showed that most teachers (10 of 16) felt that barriers of some 
kind existed that inhibited collaboration outside of the scheduled PLC meeting (Question 
19), and 12 teachers saw time and teacher knowledge as barriers to outside collaboration 
(Question 18).  In post-survey data nine teachers felt barriers existed that inhibited 
collaboration.  The teachers who felt those barriers were time and teacher knowledge 
remained similar at nine (given three no responses) (See Table 19 for responses from all 
teachers for questions 18 and 19).  These survey findings will be supported further by 
reflection data later in this section.   
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Table 19 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Barriers to Collaboration   
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Barriers to Collaboration 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 16 
Post-Survey  
n = 13 
8. At least one time during the week, 
outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations 
or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
 
9. My Professional Learning Community 
team spends time each week discussing 
the progress of special education students 
or students at risk 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 5 
 
18. I see barriers such as time and teacher 
knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and special 
education teachers outside of the time 
allotted for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree = 12 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 2 
Agree = 9 
Disagree = 4 
 
19. I don’t see any barriers that inhibit 
effective collaboration between regular 
and special education teachers outside of 
the time allotted for PLC meetings. 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
No Response = 3 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 9 
No Response = 1 
 
n = number of teachers  
Team A’s responses showed that they do see time and teacher knowledge as 
barriers as five of six teachers were in agreement with question 18.  The responses did 
not change from pre to post-survey (See Table 20 for responses from Team A).  Team 
B’s responses showed that three of four teachers agreed on both the pre and post-survey 
that barriers such as time and teacher knowledge existed (See Table 21 for responses 
from Team B).   
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Table 20 
Survey Questions and Responses Related to Barriers to Collaboration Team A 
 
First Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
First Grade 
Survey Questions  Pre-Survey  
n = 6 
Post-Survey  
n = 6 
18. I see barriers such as time and teacher 
knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and special 
education teachers outside of the time 
allotted for PLC meetings.   
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 0 
No Response = 1  
 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 1 
 
n = number of first grade teachers on Team A   
Table 21 
Survey Questions and Responses Related to Barriers to Collaboration Team B 
 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions and Responses Specific to Teacher Perceptions from Team A 
Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions  Pre-Survey  
n = 4 
Post-Survey  
n = 4 
18. I see barriers such as time and teacher 
knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and special 
education teachers outside of the time 
allotted for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 0 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 1 
 
n = number of sixth grade teachers on Team B  
This survey data is in support of teacher reflections from Team B where they felt 
that teacher knowledge was a barrier for their team. The responses from general 
education teachers on this team expressed frustration that they had to spend time during 
PLC meetings “teaching” the special education teacher specific content knowledge and 
teaching strategies.  A special education teacher’s lack of content knowledge is often a 
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result of the pre-service training, which focuses on pedagogy rather than content (Nolet & 
Tindal, 1994). General education pre-service training focuses on both content and 
pedagogy.  These findings are confirmed by the following quote taken from Team B’s 
reflection data where the teacher writes about having to review the performance 
objectives for the special education teachers:  
We had to spend a majority of the time reviewing the PO's for probability and 
sample space for (special education teacher).  We discussed how to construct 
well-written formative assessment questions with (special education teacher) as 
we designed the test.  This postponed the discussion on scaffolding objectives for 
special ed students and our struggling learners.  
 
The following quote from another teacher on Team B further clarifies their position of 
teacher knowledge as a barrier to collaboration:  
I will have to spend more time with my special ed students to ensure they 
understand the vocabulary because I am unsure if the skill is being taught during 
special ed time because of the recent conversation where we had to explain the 
PO/Skill again.   
 
Comments made by the special education teacher appeared to further confirm 
these findings of limited teacher knowledge. On the pre-survey, the special education 
teacher agreed with the statement that barriers such as time and teacher knowledge 
inhibited collaboration.  She underlined “teacher knowledge” and added the comment, “ I 
am not a regular education teacher, nor did I go to school for regular education.  There 
are a lot of things I still don’t understand.”   When asked about whether meeting in a PLC 
with general and special education teachers helped to identify strategies for special 
education students, the special education teacher responded that she saw no benefit and 
added “I need more SPED-based training”. She continued to agree with the statement on 
the post-survey.  The findings from survey responses and comments from the special 
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education teacher suggest that the teacher does not have confidence in her own content or 
pedagogical skills.    
Through further analysis of this teacher’s weekly reflections, many weeks 
demonstrated that she did not respond to the reflection questions.  When she did, her 
comments were not a direct response to the questions.  For example, in response to 
Reflection #3, which refers to contributions provided to colleagues, she wrote of the need 
for one child to have testing accommodations in reading because the child “can 
comprehend perfectly, but his reading decoding is really low”.  Her comment refers to 
something that is unable to be changed, as our state does not allow reading 
accommodations on the state exam.  This teacher’s lack of response to weekly reflections 
could further be explained by her lack of confidence in her teaching skills.    
 In further support of the idea that barriers inhibited collaboration around special 
education students, survey results continue to reinforce that conclusion.  In response to 
question nine about PLC teams spending time each week discussing the progress of 
special education students, pre-survey results showed that eleven teachers agreed that 
time was spent discussing special education students.  Post-survey results showed that 
eight teachers agreed with the statement (See Table 19).  Before the study, teachers 
believed they spent time each week discussing special education students.  After the 
study, the teams realized that barriers existed that kept them from really having the 
discussions about special education student progress.  Although teacher reflections did 
not use the word barrier, the reflections did speak to many other topics that would take 
precedence during PLC meetings.  Team D reflections referred to promotion policies and 
procedures for at least three of the eight weeks for which reflection data was collected.  
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Team A also spent a week discussing transportation for a field trip.  Testing procedures 
also consumed a few weeks of PLC time for each of the teams.  The barriers that seem to 
exist are the many other responsibilities placed on teachers today and the limited amount 
of common time teachers have to complete shared tasks.   
 Time is a barrier that effects collaboration within PLC’s and outside PLC’s.  
Question eight asks whether teachers spend time outside of PLC’s discussing 
accommodations or interventions for students with special needs. The responses were 
similar for the pre and post survey in that about half of the teachers felt that they did not 
spend time outside the PLC discussing students with special needs (See Table 19).  Team 
responses were similar to overall responses for this question.  
Collaborative Relationships 
 Improved school climate and culture is a benefit of teacher collaboration (Spraker, 
2003), but little research has been completed on the components of collaborative 
relationships that result in improved school climate and culture.  Researchers discuss trust 
as a barrier to effective collaboration, but in turn trust must also be present for effective 
collaboration to occur.  Tension is also recognized as a common feeling among 
developing teams.  Mistrust and tension can also result from a lack of confidence in a 
team member or members. Tension, issues with trust and lack of confidence in teachers 
were evident in teacher reflections leading to the development of this last theme, 
collaborative relationships.   
TRUST/CONFIDENCE  
Research findings revealed that trust is necessary to the collaboration process and 
allows the teacher to confront their own beliefs and make changes to practice (Gregiore, 
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2003).  This study seemed to uncover underlying issues of trust between teachers that 
appeared to be based on a lack of confidence in a teacher’s content knowledge.  
Reflection data from general education teachers on Team A and Team B lead the 
researcher to draw the conclusion that they did not have confidence in the special 
education teacher’s content knowledge or confidence in the quality of services offered 
within the special education resource classroom. The limited reflection data from the 
Team A special education teacher and the Team B special education teacher, also leads 
the researcher to the conclusion that there is limited trust in their team members, as trust 
is necessary for teachers to confront their own practice or skills.  The following quote is 
an example of lack of confidence in a teacher’s content knowledge.   
I will have to spend more time with my special ed students to ensure they 
understand the vocabulary because I am unsure if the skill is being taught during 
special ed time because of the recent conversation where we had to explain the 
PO/Skill again. (General education teacher, Team Leader, Team B).  
 
Having to explain the skill or teach a skill to the special educator was discussed often in 
the reflection data.  This topic was discussed in the section “Barriers to Collaboration” as 
well as here.  The need to explain academic or curriculum skills to the special education 
teacher has led the team to question what instruction is occurring in the resource room.  
Essentially, this speaks to a lack of trust among the team members.  Due to the fact the 
study was nine weeks long, trust may be a concern because the teams were still in the 
developing stage and it takes time to build relationships and trust. 
 This comment from a teacher on Team A further advances the idea that trust was 
lacking between general and special education teachers.  Having time to communicate 
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about students and what occurs in both the general and special education classrooms is an 
opportunity for teachers to build trust relationships.  
I just know the progress my students make in my class.  I am not included in the 
progress when they go to resource or what/how things are being taught.  It seems 
like they weren’t taught this skill in resource.  They had no idea what to do.  
(General education teacher, Team A)  
 
This statement from another general education teacher on Team A appears to 
reflect surprise that students serviced by the special education teacher did well on the 
common assessment.  “The students that are being serviced by the SPED teacher actually 
did well on the common assessment.  They are both able to draw a model of each double-
digit number and recount.”  The surprise in the results again confirms the lack of trust in 
the services provided by the special education teacher.   
Team D’s reflection data did not display a lack of trust and possibly due to the 
fact that the special education teacher has collaborated with this team for the last year and 
a half, allowing the team to develop a collaborative relationship.  Additionally, the 
special education teacher co-teaches with one of the general education teachers on the 
team and serves as the team leader.  The special education teacher takes on a more 
prominent role with the team.  Given that trust was not an issue for Team D, time for the 
teams to develop trust may help the other teams develop a collaborative relationship as 
well.      
TENSION 
General education teachers from Team A and Team B completed weekly 
reflections that often evidenced tension between team members, specifically between 
general and special education teachers.  These two teams consisted of high energy, hard 
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working young teachers who had previously shown commitment to student learning.  
These teams held grade level intervention approximately four days per week and were 
meeting daily with small groups of students in their classrooms. Team A and Team B 
data reflects a commitment to high academic achievement for all students and adherence 
to the structured collaboration approach, but also an increase in tension as a result of the 
collaborative process that included the special education teacher and the contributions of 
the special education teacher.  This is evidenced in the following quotations:  
We were able to initiate some conversation about instruction within the special ed 
classroom and how it should simply be an extension of the regular education 
classroom. (General education teacher, Team B)  
 
This quote seems to speak to the concern by the general education teacher about what 
type of instruction is happening in the special education classroom.  The following quote 
from a teacher on Team A expresses her frustration with engaging the special education 
teacher in the collaboration process.   
The issues presented are similar every time.  They can’t do this or that is the 
biggest challenge. The challenge for me is to try to engage the special education 
teacher about my student and having next steps for them in the classroom.  I have 
other students in the room that function on the same level as my labeled SPED 
student and it seems that they do better staying in the classroom. (General 
education teacher, Team A)  
 
Overall this tension seems to stem from a desire to meet the needs of all students 
and search for methods to accomplish that goal. Additionally, Team A’s tension came 
from lack of participation by the special education teacher and displays of negativity.  
Teams B’s tension seemed to stem from the special education teacher’s lack of content 
knowledge and knowledge of teaching strategies. These findings from the reflections are 
consistent with research findings in that Special Education teacher content knowledge is 
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often lacking, as it is not a focus of most special education certification programs.  The 
differing knowledge base can result in teachers not seeing themselves as equals in the 
collaboration process (Nolet & Tindal, 1994), which can also result in tension among 
team members.   
Although this tension seemed to grow during the nine week study, the general 
education teacher’s reflections spoke to attempts to remediate the knowledge of the 
special education teacher and also spoke to proposed solutions to some of the team 
issues.  Those proposed solutions are evident in the following quote from the weekly 
reflection data where the general education teacher developed a form (See Figure 3) to 
increase communication and accountability between the general and special education 
teacher: 
I think our special ed students should have a document that could show 
specifically targeted skills (those skills that we know they could master) the 
interventions that are being done and their progress. That would probably give us 
a better picture of their abilities and hold both the [general education] teacher and 
the special ed teacher accountable for teaching the skills and intervening. And the 
data would enable [us] to have the crucial conversations necessary. The document 
might look like this: 
 
 
Special Education Intervention 
 
 
Figure 3:  Special Education Intervention Form  
  
 
Special Ed Intervention Form 
Student: _________________________________ 
 
Date Skill/PO Intervention Assessment Results Next 
Steps/Comments 
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The creation of this form (See Figure 3) seems to reflect a desire for shared 
responsibility for student success, an expected outcome of an effective PLC.  A lack of 
trust can also explain the development of this form.  The general education teachers may 
want to place some accountability on the special education teacher and have some 
“guarantee” of what is being taught in the resource room.  Although underlying reasons 
for the development of the form may exist, completion of the form suggests that the 
teachers care about student outcomes.  
Teachers’ focus on student outcomes is further supported by survey data.  
Question 17 asked about the perception of shared responsibility between general and 
special education teachers for student outcomes (See Table 22).  Pre and post-survey data 
(12 out of 16 pre-survey and seven of 13 post-survey) showed a drop in the number of 
teachers that believed they shared responsibility for outcomes of special education 
students.  This may be explained by the belief that teachers can’t share responsibility for 
outcomes if they are not equally skilled to teach. In contrast to the findings from question 
17, question 15 asks about teacher’s perceptions of equal decision-making power when 
addressing the education of special needs students (See Table 22).  In the pre-survey, 15 
out of 16 teachers agreed that they had equal decision-making power and in the post 
survey 11 of 13 were in agreement with this statement (See Table 22).  This change was 
not noticeable given that three few post-surveys were completed.  The feeling of having 
equal decision-making power but not sharing the responsibility for student success is 
another possible source of tension among general and special education teachers.  
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Table 22  
Survey Questions and Responses Related to Collaborative Relationships  
 
Survey Questions and Responses Related to Collaborative Relationships 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 16 
Post-Survey  
n =13 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-making 
power when addressing the education of 
children in special education. 
Agree = 15 
Disagree = 1 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 2 
 
17. Regular and special education teachers 
share the responsibility for academic 
success (both positive and negative) of 
special education students? 
Agree = 12 
Disagree = 3 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 5 
No Response = 1 
 
n = number of teachers who responded to surveys  
 
Although the tension among team members is evident, the proposal of solutions 
speaks to the commitment of teachers to improve student learning for all students.  Team 
B, decided to create a norm to make discussing special education students a consistent 
part of their collaboration meetings.  In PLC meetings, norms are reviewed at the 
beginning and end of each meeting.  So this quote “Next week we are planning on 
creating a norm that specifically focuses in on special ed students” speaks to their 
commitment to the process and outcomes for all students.   
 The following quote from Team B, continues to reflect tension among general and 
special educators but continues to offer solutions.  The tension is evident in that the 
general education teacher explained the concept to the special education teacher and her 
belief that the special education students were capable of learning the concept.  
We discussed at length how students in the special ed program are capable of 
understand [sic] big concepts in literary text including content vocabulary of 
conflict and climax, not just trying to read the story and discuss "parts".  They 
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should be able to categorize a part of the story based on its location of the story 
(ie. Resolution would be found toward the end of the story).  We discussed 
various strategies our strategic students could benefit from in the special 
education classroom since we have tried the strategies and seen success within the 
regular classroom.  We were able to give advice, strategies and best practices that 
we have seen successful but I am not sure the strategies will be tried in the special 
ed. classroom.  I think we might initiate a component to collaboration where we 
try the strategies with students and bring back our data the next week.  I am still 
processing the routes to take the discussion. 
 
Similar to the creation of the Special Education Intervention Form (See Figure 3), this 
solution also reflects a need for accountability.  The plan includes discussing strategies 
during collaboration, trying the strategy with students and then bringing student data back 
to the next collaboration to discuss the effectiveness.  This is a solution that would seem 
to build trust in that all teachers would be starting out at a similar place and returning to 
the next meeting with similar data to discuss.  Teachers wouldn’t be discussing current 
practices, but new strategies discussed in the PLC meeting.  This plan would be similar to 
the action research plan used by Team A.   
Benchmark Assessment Results  
The purpose of this analysis was to determine the effect a structured collaboration 
approach, where general and special education teachers collaborated weekly, had on the 
student achievement results of special education students and students at risk. This 
section of the paper will answer research question three:  How does a guided 
collaboration approach affect a special education child’s performance as measured by the 
developmental levels of a quarterly benchmark assessment?   
Researchers have found that collaboration that has an effect on student 
achievement, has an effect on teacher efficacy, that is, a teacher’s feeling that they are 
better able to instruct students.  Teacher efficacy then leads to an increase in student 
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achievement (Moolenaar, Sleegars & Daly, 2012; Hochberg & DeSimone, 2010).  In 
connection with the literature on teacher efficacy, teachers in this study were asked to 
identify the degree to which they felt they were better prepared to meet the needs of 
students with special needs as a result of the collaboration process.  Data from survey 
questions seven and 13, found that only half the teachers felt they were better able to 
meet the needs of students with special needs after the study on the structured 
collaboration process (See Table 22). Although results form question 13 displayed no 
significant change from pre to post-survey, question seven initially had a high number of 
teachers (13 of 16) in agreement with the statement that “working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC is beneficial to my practice” and during the post-survey 
only six of 13 teachers were in agreement.  These changes from pre to post could further 
reflect the barrier of lack of teacher knowledge on the part of the special education 
teacher.   
Table 23 
Survey Questions and Responses on Benefits of Including Special Education Teacher in 
PLC   
Survey Questions and Responses on Benefits of Including Special Education 
Teacher in PLC 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 16 
Post-Survey  
n =13 
7. I believe that working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC time 
is beneficial to my practice when 
addressing interventions for children 
with special needs.  
 
Agree = 13 
Disagree = 3 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 5 
No Response = 2 
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13. Inclusion of a special educator in my 
PLC gives my team the professional 
development needed to address the 
diverse needs of students who are 
eligible for special education services. 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 9 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 1 
 
n = number of teacher responses to surveys  
As these two questions are further analyzed at the team level, Team A results for 
question 7, “working with the special education teacher…is beneficial to my practice” 
changed from four in agreement during the pre-survey and only one teacher in agreement 
during the post-survey (See Table 23).  Team B’s results did not show a great amount of 
change from pre (4 of 4 in agreement) to post-survey (3 of 4 in agreement) (See Table 
24).   
Question 13’s results did not show a great deal of change either.  In the pre-
survey, Team A had one teacher in agreement that the special education provided the 
team with professional development during the PLC.  In the post-survey, Team A had 
two teachers in agreement with the statement, one of those being the special education 
teacher, who added the comment “neutral”, which leads the researcher to believe she 
does not feel strongly either way (See Table 23).  Team B’s results for question 13 
showed that four teachers were in disagreement during the pre-survey. Post survey results 
showed that one teacher was in agreement with the statement, two in disagreement and a 
no response from the special education teacher on the team (See Table 24).   These 
survey results may be one possible explanation for the limited change in growth data for 
special education students at some grade levels.     
 
 
76 
Table 24 
Survey Questions and Responses on Benefits of Including Special Education Teacher in 
PLC  - Team A  
Survey Questions and Responses on Benefits of Including Special Education 
Teacher in PLC – Team A 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 6 
Post-Survey  
n =6 
7. I believe that working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC time is 
beneficial to my practice when addressing 
interventions for children with special 
needs.  
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in my 
PLC gives my team the professional 
development needed to address the 
diverse needs of students who are eligible 
for special education services. 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
 
n = number of teachers in Team A  
Table 25 
Survey Questions and Responses on Benefits of Including Special Education Teacher in 
PLC – Team B   
Survey Questions and Responses on Benefits of Including Special Education 
Teacher in PLC – Team B  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey  
n = 4 
Post-Survey  
n =4 
7. I believe that working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC time is 
beneficial to my practice when addressing 
interventions for children with special 
needs.  
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 0 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 0 
No Response = 1 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in my 
PLC gives my team the professional 
development needed to address the 
diverse needs of students who are eligible 
for special education services. 
Agree = 0 
Disagree = 4 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 1 
 
n = number of teachers in Team B   
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Galileo Benchmark Assessments  
Galileo benchmark assessments were given four times per year for first grade 
students (October, December, March and May).  Galileo was given five times per year to 
sixth, seventh and eighth grade students (August, October, December, March and May).  
The purpose of the analysis of Galileo benchmark assessment data was to determine the 
effect Guided Collaboration had on the academic performance of students with special 
needs in both math and reading during the nine-week study.  The number of students with 
special needs who made expected growth from third quarter to fourth quarter was 
compared to the number of general education students who made expected growth third 
quarter to fourth quarter growth.  For the purpose of this study, students who did not 
complete at least three quarterly benchmark assessments, including the third and fourth 
quarter assessments, were removed from the comparison. The following tables detail the 
growth students made from the third quarter to fourth quarter by subject and grade level 
(See Tables 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32 for benchmark assessment results by grade 
level).  
Developmental level scores are used to determine students expected progress 
towards one year’s growth.  New measures of state and federal accountability are equally 
concerned about growth and proficiency.  Growth rates also let educators know the rate at 
which students with special needs or at risk students are improving or “catching up”.  For 
the purpose of this study, developmental level growth scores of both general and special 
education students were compared to determine if more students made growth during the 
nine weeks of the study than during the nine weeks prior to the study.   
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 Tables 25 and 26 display growth for Team A, First Grade, general education, 
special education and at risk students from third to fourth quarter (See Tables 25 and 26).  
First grade showed some growth from third to fourth quarter in both reading and math, 
with reading showing more of an increase for general education students than math.  
Special education students showed an increase in the number of students making growth 
in both reading and math with the percentage of students making growth in math slightly 
higher than reading.  Team A implemented an action research study during this same 
period as the study so this may have accounted for the growth in math.  In contrast to two 
of the other teams, Team A also consistently followed the structured collaboration 
approach, leading to the conclusion that the study may have had some impact on the 
assessment results for these students.  
Table 26 
Team A – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Reading  
Team A - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – READING 
First Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
General 
Ed. 
n = 72 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed.         
n = 8 
At Risk n = 7 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
General 
Ed. 
n = 72 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
Special Ed.         
n = 8 
At Risk n =7 
 
1 
 
3 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected Growth  
 
 
21 
 
1 
 
46 
 
6 
 
8 
 
6 
Number of 
Students That DID 
NOT Make 
Expected Growth 
  
 
51 
 
6 
 
26 
 
1 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessments 
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Table 27  
 
Team A – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Math  
Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – MATH 
Team A – First Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
General Ed. 
n = 72 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed.         
n = 8 
At Risk n = 7 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
General 
Ed. 
n = 72 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
Special Ed.         
n = 8 
At Risk n = 7 
 
3 
 
4 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
 
27 
 
1 
 
38 
 
7 
 
5 
 
4 
Number of 
Students That 
DID NOT Make 
Expected 
Growth  
 
45 
 
6 
 
34 
 
0 
n = number of general, special education and at-risk students who completed assessment  
 
 Although Team B, Sixth Grade, also consistently followed the structured 
collaboration approach as evidenced by reflection data, their assessment scores showed 
no marked difference in growth from the 3rd to the 4th quarter (See Table 27 for reading 
data and Table 28 for math data).  This lack of growth from the third to the fourth quarter 
may be attributed to the fact that this team has had consistently high achievement levels 
each quarter of the school year and on the yearly AIMS test.  They consistently score 
above the state average.  It can be surmised that the team had steps in place to address the 
needs of most students prior to the study, thus the data showing little to no change.   
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Table 28 
Team B – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Reading  
Team B - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – READING 
Sixth Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
General 
Ed. 
n = 59 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 9 
At Risk  n = 5 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
 
n = 59 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 9 
At Risk  n = 5 
 
7 
 
6 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected  
Growth  
 
33 
 
3 
 
36 
 
3 
 
2 
 
3 
Number of 
Students That 
DID NOT Make 
Expected  
Growth  
 
26 
 
2 
 
23 
 
2 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessment  
 
Table 29 
 
Team B – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Math  
 
Team B - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – MATH 
Sixth Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
n = 63 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 11 
At Risk  n = 5 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
 
n = 63 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 11 
At Risk  n = 5 
 
4 
 
7 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected  
Growth 
 
38 
 
4 
 
38 
 
2 
 
6 
 
4 
Number of 
Students That 
DID NOT Make 
Expected  
Growth  
 
25 
 
2 
 
25 
 
3 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessment  
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 Team C data reflected a negative change from the third to fourth quarter (See 
tables 29 and 30).  Developmental level scores for both general education and special 
education students dropped in the fourth quarter.  Although a drop typically occurs in 
scores during the fourth quarter for middle school students, this drop was more than 
typical.  This team was experiencing some a-typical events during the school year, which 
most likely effected their participation in the study as well as test scores.   
The team started the 2011-2012 school year with three continuing teachers.  One 
teacher had consistent absences during the first semester and had missed approximately 
80% of the school days.  No consistent substitute was available to take the teacher’s 
place.  The other two members of the team would attempt to pull groups of students from 
this classroom, but this sharing of students was difficult as they each had approximately 
30 students in their classrooms.  The teacher with frequent absences did not return to 
school in December 2011 and was replaced in January 2012.  Although this teacher was 
experienced, she was still new to the school and to collaboration and needed time to settle 
into her new position.  Additionally, the team needed time to get to know each other and 
develop trust in each other.  The support of this new teacher on the team may have also 
contributed to the limited number of reflections completed by this team.  It is possible 
that these factors combined contributed to the poor achievement at this grade level during 
the 2011-2012 school year.   
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Table 30   
 
Team C – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Reading  
 
Team C - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – READING  
Seventh Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
n = 62 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 8 
At Risk  n = 3 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
 
n = 62 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 8 
At Risk  n = 3 
 
5 
 
0 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
 
26 
 
2 
 
20 
 
1 
 
3 
 
8 
Number of 
Students That DID 
NOT MAKE 
Expected Growth 
 
36 
 
1 
 
42 
 
2 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessment  
 
Table 31  
 
Team C – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Math  
 
Team C - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – MATH  
Seventh Grade  
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
General 
Ed. 
n = 59 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 8 
At Risk  n = 3 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
 
n = 59 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
n = 8 
At Risk  n = 3 
 
3 
 
3 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
 
34 
 
1 
 
14 
 
0 
 
5 
 
5 
Number of 
Students That 
DID NOT Make 
Expected 
Growth  
 
25 
 
2 
 
45 
 
3 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessment  
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Team D showed no growth from third to fourth quarter in reading for general 
education students and the number of special education students showing growth 
remained almost unchanged (See Table 31).  Since scores have typically dropped in the 
fourth quarter, this performance could be considered positive.   
 Benchmark data for math did show some positive growth (See Table 32).  In the 
third quarter, three of seven special education students made expected growth and in the 
fourth quarter, all special education students made expected growth.  Thirteen additional 
general education students made expected growth in the fourth quarter.  As stated earlier 
in this chapter, the special education teachers served as the grade level leader for this 
team had had been collaborating with this team for the since the start of the 2010-2011 
school year.  This may have been a factor in the consistency of this team’s score.   
Table 32 
 
Team D – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Reading  
 
Team D - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – READING  
Eighth Grade 
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
General Ed. 
n = 67 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
 
Special Ed. 
n = 7 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
General Ed. 
n = 67 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
 
Special Ed. 
n = 7 
Number of 
Students That 
MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
 
47 
 
3 
 
42 
 
4 
Number of 
Students That 
DID NOT 
Make 
Expected 
Growth  
 
20 
 
4 
 
25 
 
3 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessments 
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Table 33 
 
Team D – Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – Math  
 
Team D - Benchmark Assessment Growth Results – MATH 
Eighth 
 2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
 
n = 64 
2nd to 3rd 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
 
n = 7 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
General Ed. 
 
n = 64 
3rd to 4th 
Quarter 
Special Ed. 
 
n = 7 
Number of 
Students 
That MADE 
Expected 
Growth  
 
39 
 
3 
 
52 
 
7 
Number of 
Students 
That DID 
NOT Make 
Expected 
Growth  
 
25 
 
4 
 
12 
 
0 
n = number of general and special education students who completed assessment  
 
 
Implications  
 
Implications for the Field   
Collaboration among general education teachers is a much researched and 
published topic in education.  Professional Learning Communities has become a 
common-place term in the field of education, but the focus of PLC’s has primarily been 
limited to general education teachers. Collaboration between general and special 
education teachers for the purpose of student achievement of grade level standards is still 
a relatively new concept.  Research on collaboration between general and special 
education teachers has mainly been limited to collaboration around co-teaching or 
inclusion models. If general and special education teachers are to collaborate, they need a 
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structured agenda or approach where topics of discussion are set and focused on all 
children, including students with special needs and at-risk students.  If teacher 
collaboration is a priority for the school or district, then time for collaboration should 
remain sacred.   
Implications for Teachers 
Federal and State accountability systems have placed an emphasis on student 
achievement for all students.  School systems are focused on teacher collaboration as a 
method for improving student achievement.  Teachers must recognize that working in 
isolation is an idea of the past.  In order to meet the needs of all students, teams of 
teachers must work together to generate the best strategies and methods for teaching all 
students.   
In this study, it was uncovered that special educators lacked content knowledge 
necessary to effectively instruct students.  Special educators must also realize the skills 
necessary for success under current accountability systems and seek professional 
development to remediate their skills as necessary.  
Implication for Teaching Preparation 
The role of the special educator in today’s schools is rapidly changing and teacher 
preparation programs need to prepare special educators for their new role.  Hoover and 
Patton (2008) define the modern special educator as one that is proficient with 
interpreting data and data-based decision making and is able to implement evidence-
based interventions that are monitored by data.  Additionally, the modern special 
educator should be able to differentiate instruction for students in both special education 
and general education settings and implement socio-emotional and behavior supports for 
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students in a variety of settings.  Lastly, Hoover and Patton (2008) believe the modern 
special educator needs to be a proficient collaborator, able to interact with other educators 
in order to educate students with special needs in general education as much as possible.  
In order for teachers to be prepared for collaboration when they enter the field, teacher 
preparation programs should provide pre-service teachers opportunities to collaborate 
with pre-service teachers from other disciplines.  Based on findings from this study, the 
modern special education teacher should also be proficient in academic content.   
Implications for Administrators 
A structure for collaboration between general and special education teachers is 
necessary.  An established structure allows teachers to concentrate on items of 
importance to students and the school.  Along with a structure for collaboration, teams 
need time to develop trust relationships.  Provide a time and structure for team building.  
It would be beneficial to keep the makeup of teams consistent whenever possible. When 
hiring new teachers, both general and special education, search for candidates that 
understand the importance of collaboration and have experience with collaboration in 
their pre-service program.  Collaboration is a valuable addition to schools as it leads to 
improved school climate and culture and improves teacher efficacy (Spraker, 2003).   
 This study revealed a need for staff development to improve content knowledge 
for special educators.  This finding is confirmed by research findings that special 
educators are not trained in content as part of their pre-service education.  This difference 
in knowledge base between general and special education teachers can lead to teachers 
not feeling as equals (Nolet & Tindal, 1994).  This may also result in a lack of trust 
among teachers or a lack of confidence in each other.    
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Limitations of the Study 
 
 This study was conducted in the last quarter of the school year.  The high stakes 
state assessment was given during this quarter and during testing week, the school master 
schedule was changed to allow for uninterrupted testing time.  This change to the master 
schedule also eliminated time within the school day for teachers to collaborate for that 
week.  After state testing, the level of anxiety on campus usually decreases drastically. 
Although a decrease in anxiety is a good thing, this decrease often manifests itself in 
lowered expectations for students and a move away from accountability for standards 
mastery.  Reflection data for Team A and Team B continued to reflect a focus on 
standards and accountability, but this was limited for Team C and Team D.  Results for 
the study may have been different had the study been conducted in a different quarter of 
the school year.   
Team D, the eighth grade team, was preparing for promotion during this quarter 
and three weeks of their collaboration time was spent discussing promotion and 
requirements for participation.  Again, conducting the study during a different quarter 
would have allowed more time for collaboration around standards.   
Survey questions from this study were meant for both groups of teachers and this 
caused confusion from two of the special education teachers. This confusion resulted in a 
number of “no responses” to survey questions.  Separate surveys for general and special 
educators may have impacted the results of the study.   
This study was conducted with four teacher teams with a total of 17 teachers in all 
at one school site.  This limited number of teachers and teams provided limited amounts  
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of data.  The data may be more reliable if the number of participants and school sites 
were increased.   
 The role of the researcher is an additional limitation. The researcher served as 
both the researcher for this study and the assistant principal at the school site. The 
researcher supervised all teachers involved and was an evaluator for about half of the 
teachers who participated in the study.  As an instructional leader on campus, the 
researcher would also attend collaboration frequently.  The researcher’s role as the 
assistant principal may have had some impact on the contents of teacher reflections or 
survey results.     
Recommendations for Further Research  
 Allowing additional time for teams to work together and build trust may impact 
results of this study or further studies.  Further research on collaboration should involve 
teams that have had time to establish trust and build a collaborative relationship.  One 
purpose of collaboration is professional learning for adults.  Research has shown that 
trust is a necessary component of the collaborative relationship for teachers to feel 
comfortable enough to confront their own beliefs about education and to change their 
classroom practices (Gregoire, 2003).  Without the ability to confront their own practice 
and change their classroom practices, student learning is not likely to be impacted.  
 Increase the number of participants and the number of school sites to see if the 
structured collaboration approach has an effect on a different group of teachers at a 
different school site or if results are similar.  Factors specific to school site may have had 
an impact on the outcomes of this study.    
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Given that the population was small at this site, fourteen general education 
teachers and 3 special education teachers, any surveys not returned was evident in the 
data.  If study was held with a larger number of teachers, survey response rate would not 
have as great an impact on end results.  A larger population of teachers would have 
increased the likelihood of special education teachers with different levels of experience 
or content knowledge, which may have had an impact on exchange of ideas between 
general and special education teachers.  The inclusion of special education teachers with 
higher levels of content knowledge may have also had an impact on survey results that 
related to the benefit of working with special education teachers within a PLC.  
 If the special education teachers were prepared with the skills of a modern special 
educator (Hoover & Patton, 2008) would the results of the study change?  Would more 
time be spent discussing specific content and accommodations and modifications that 
would provide supports for special education students and students at-risk to be 
successful within the general curriculum?  Survey results from this study showed that 
teachers did not feel better prepared to modify curriculum objectives as a result of 
collaborating with special education teachers as evidenced by the four of 13 teachers that 
agreed with the question in the post-survey.   
The perspective of the special educator may be of interest to future researchers, as 
the majority of the data gathered from this study came from general education teachers.  
Knowing how the special educator feels about their preparation and level of content 
knowledge would be valuable to structuring further collaboration efforts. This could be 
accomplished through different survey questions and reflection questions for each group 
of teachers.  
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Chapter 5 
 
Summary of the Study 
 
Introduction 
 
The teaching profession has traditionally operated in isolation, with teachers 
shutting their doors and making instructional decisions on their own.  Accountability 
systems such as No Child Left Behind and IDEA have helped to necessitate the shift 
from isolation to collaboration for teachers.  Those accountability systems have shined a 
spotlight on specific subpopulations of students, to ensure a focus on all students.  
Teacher collaboration is also seen as an effective method of teacher professional 
development.  Joyce and Showers (2002) found that teachers are more likely to 
implement new learning when learning is done within a collaborative environment.   
Collaboration also allows teacher the opportunity to focus on the specific needs of their 
students and grade level.   
 Professional Learning Communities is one of many structures for collaborative 
teams that focus on job-embedded professional learning.  PLC’s focus on learning for all 
students, measuring the learning of all students, and intervening as necessary to ensure 
the learning for all students.  Collective inquiry and action research are structures within 
PLC’s that guide professional learning for teachers.   
 Collaboration between general and special educators has traditionally been 
focused on co-teaching.  PLC’s are focused on academic standards and learning for all 
students.  This collaborative relationship can be strained because of differences in teacher 
knowledge.  Research has shown that although teachers feel positively about 
collaboration between general and special educators, collaboration is not occurring in 
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many settings.  Many pre-service programs are not including collaboration between 
general and special education students.  Now that there is an increased focus on including 
special education students in the general curriculum, collaboration is more necessary than 
ever before.   
Summary of the Study 
 
The study of a structured collaboration approach between general and special 
education teachers was conducted at a K-8 school in a large urban district.  The purpose 
of the study was to add to the knowledge base of collaboration between general and 
special educators.  The study served to answer the following research questions:  
1. What effect does a guided collaboration approach designed to focus on the 
growth of one special education student have on regular and special education 
teachers’ perceptions of collaboration?   
2. What effect does a guided collaboration approach have on the exchange of 
ideas between regular and special education teachers?  
3. How does a guided collaboration approach affect a special education child’s 
performance as measured by the developmental levels of a quarterly 
benchmark assessment?   
In order to answer the research questions, data was gathered from pre and post 
surveys of teachers that focused on teacher perceptions, weekly reflections in response to 
questions about the exchange of ideas between teachers and benchmark assessment data 
that measured developmental level growth.   
Four teams of teachers and 16 teachers in all participated in the study.  The study 
was conducted in an urban district that had implemented collaboration between general 
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education teachers five years before the start of this study.   The implementation of 
collaboration had positive effects on student achievement.  The school had performed 
well in recent years with the school receiving a state grade of B.  Despite the positive 
student achievement results, an achievement gap remained between subgroups, including 
general education and special education students.   This was the prompting for the 
implementation of this study.    
 Teams met weekly for 90 minutes and followed a structured collaboration 
approach that dedicated time during the meeting that focused specifically on students 
with special needs. Teachers were oriented to the structured collaboration approach in a 
team meeting.  The pre-survey was administered to teachers during this orientation 
meeting.  Teams met weekly for nine weeks of school.  The study concluded with a post-
survey of teachers.  Developmental levels from benchmark assessments were compared 
from the third to the fourth quarter to determine if the study had an impact on student 
achievement growth.   
This study on the effects of a guided collaboration approach on the perceptions 
and exchange of ideas between general and special education teachers, provided 
information on the collaboration between general and special educators.  Providing a 
structure to collaboration gives teachers a framework for discussion and the majority of 
teachers in this study followed the guided collaboration approach.  Barriers, such as time 
and teacher knowledge, interfered with the ability of some teams to collaborate.  Teacher 
knowledge of the special education teacher would impede collaboration, as the general 
educators would use the collaboration time to remediate the knowledge of the special 
educator.  The importance of collaborative relationships was also found to be a factor in 
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this study.  Teachers need time to develop relationships and build trust to effectively 
collaborate.  The guided collaboration approach had limited effects on student growth 
rates as measured by benchmark assessments.  Assessment results could be related to 
other factors discussed in the study.   Although there were no conclusive results showing 
an effect on student achievement, the study reflections provided data that coincided with 
the existing literature on teacher collaboration.   
Conclusions 
• Even though teachers did not overwhelmingly agree that benefits to collaboration 
between general and special education teachers were evident, teachers that 
struggled with the process offered solutions to making the structured collaboration 
process more effective for their team.   
• A lack of confidence in special education teachers was evident in reflection data.  
Collaborative relationships and lack of confidence in special education teachers’ 
knowledge of content seemed to affect general education teachers’ perceptions of 
collaboration between general and special education teachers.   
• General educators’ collaboration positively affected the performance of children 
with special education/at-risk needs in two of the four teams participating in a 
structured collaboration approach.  With one of the four teams, interpretation 
suggests that the positive effect on performance of children with special 
education/at-risk needs was a function of the team.  This team had high positive 
effect scores for their students with special needs at the beginning of the quarter 
and maintained these high performance scores at the end of the study.  In contrast, 
the fourth team had compounding factors that suggested that the structured 
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collaboration approach had not been sufficiently implemented as they had scores 
that dropped during the study.   
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Consent Form 
 
Regular Education and Special Education Teachers' Perceptions of Collaboration 
 
Dear__________________________: 
 
I am a doctoral student under the direction of Dr. Kathleen McCoy in the Mary Lou  
Fulton College of Education at Arizona State University, Tempe Campus.   
 
I am conducting a research study to determine the effects of a guided collaboration  
approach on the perceptions of regular and special education teachers’ collaboration.  
This study will be conducted from March to May 2012.  
 
Your participation in this project is voluntary.  Your time commitment will approximately  
2 hour and if you choose not to participate or to withdraw from the project at any time  
even if you have previously said yes, it will not affect you in any way. Your name and  
identity will be anonymous and will not be used without your permission. All data will be  
kept confidential and stored in a password-protected computer. The results of the research  
may be used in reports, presentations or publications, but your name will not be known or  
used.   
 
Although there may be no direct benefit to you, the possible benefit of your participation 
includes informing the educational community about the possible benefits of regular and  
special education teacher collaboration.    
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact the research team 
at: Dr. Kathleen McCoy at kathleen.mccoy@asu.edu or Sandra Laine at sllaine@asu.edu.  
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a subject/participant in this research, or if 
you feel you have been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of the Human Subjects 
Institutional Review Board, through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and 
Assurance, at (480) 965-6788. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sandra Laine 
 
 
 
With my signature, I give consent to participate in the above study.  
Name (printed)           
Signature         Date              
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"I certify that I have explained to the above individual the nature and purpose, the  
potential benefits and possible risks associated with participation in this research study,  
have answered any questions that have been raised, and have witnessed the above  
signature. These elements of Informed Consent conform to the Assurance given by  
Arizona State University to the Office for Human Research Protections to protect the  
rights of human subjects. I have provided (offered) the participant a copy of this signed  
consent document." 
 
Signature of Researcher______________________________________Date___________ 
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Training Script 
 
Script: Presented by Sandra Laine at a specified PLC meeting. 
Objective: Teachers will be made aware of expectations in the PLC program evaluation 
and complete survey questionnaire. Teachers will participate in a 9-week Professional 
Learning Community program evaluation determining perceptions of collaboration 
between regular and special education teachers. 
The following bullets are talking points to be covered during the initial meeting. 
• Urban School District #1 has adopted the Professional Learning Community 
model as a means to increase academic achievement for all students.   
• Part of the Professional Learning Community Philosophy is the effective 
collaboration between teams of teachers, which our school has been successful at 
doing.  The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effectiveness of collaboration 
between regular and special education teachers, which does not occur at every 
grade level.   
• The goal is to determine the effectiveness of regular and special education 
collaboration teams.  This will be accomplished through surveys, weekly 
reflections that are part of the Weekly Collaboration – Teacher Reflection forms. 
• In order to understand teachers’ views and on the current state of our PLC teams, 
you are being asked to complete a short teacher survey. A pre and post survey will 
need to be completed as a part of this study.  Please fill the pre-survey out before 
leaving today.  A post survey will be given to you at the completion of the nine 
weeks.   
• Weekly during the nine-week study, teachers will complete the Weekly 
collaboration – Teacher Reflection forms that have been revised to include 
discussion of specific special education student interventions and progress.  These 
reflections will be completed weekly for the nine (9) weeks of the study. 
• All answers to surveys and reflections will be kept anonymous.  No names will be 
included.  No one except the researcher will know your responses to the 
questions.  This information will only be used for the purpose of the study.   
• As part of the study, each teacher will pick a special education student/s or a 
student/s at risk to focus on throughout the nine-week study. These students will 
be the focus of your discussion during your PLC meeting.  Teachers will be given 
the survey. The information will be held until the completion of the program 
evaluation.   
• All staff members will be given three discussion points to evaluate how the 
meeting went each week. This information will be delivered to the assistant 
principal immediately following the team meeting. She will hold this information 
in a file until the conclusion of the program evaluation. 
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These points are as follows: 
 
1 
 
Describe one or 
more specific 
situations or 
challenges presented 
in the group 
discussion this week 
relative to a 
child/children eligible 
for specials education 
services. 
2 
Explain how the 
group discussion 
helped you regarding 
your own classroom 
instruction for a child 
/children eligible for 
special education 
services, including 
how the suggestions 
will (or will not) be 
implemented. 
3 
 
Describe 
contributions 
provided to one or 
more of your class 
colleagues for 
challenging situations 
related to a 
child/children eligible 
for special education 
services they faced 
this week. 
 
• The collaboration reflection form will be given to you before each team meeting.     
• Please remember this activity is an important for program evaluation and your 
participation is vital to its success.   
• At the conclusion of the program evaluation the results will be made available, 
but your personal responses will not be able to be traced.  You will remain 
anonymous, but your responses will be clustered with other members of your 
group.   
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Collaboration Survey 
 
1. Please fill out the following about your experience as a teacher:  
a. I currently employed as a:  
General education teacher _____________  
Special education teacher ______________ 
b. I work with students in grades:   
K-2 __________ 3-5 __________ 6-8 ___________ 
c. I have been teaching for:  
0-5 years ___________ 5-10 years ___________  
10 – 15 years __________15-20 years __________  
20 + years __________ 
d. I have been a teacher in this school for ____________ years.   
e. I have collaborated with this team for ____months and ____ years.  
 
In this next section, please circle the response that reflects your perceptions.  Please do 
not skip any responses.  Thanks  
 
At this time, I feel that: 
2. The special education teacher provides major contributions for general education 
students as a member of the PLC team.    
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
3. When I have difficulty with a special needs student, I usually confer first with one 
of my regular education colleagues to identify possible interventions.  
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
4. Participation in a Professional Learning Community with special education 
teachers, has given me ideas which I have implemented regarding instructional 
practices related to data based monitoring of student’s appropriate classroom 
behavior.  
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
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5. Inclusion of a special educator in my Professional Learning Community gives my 
team the professional development needed to address the diverse needs of 
students who are eligible for special education services. 
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
6. At least one time during the week, outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
7. When I have difficulty with a special needs student, I usually confer first with an 
administrator to identify possible interventions. .  
a.  Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
8. I believe that working with the special education teacher during my Professional 
Learning Community time is beneficial to my practice when addressing 
interventions for children with special needs.  
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
9. The special education teacher provides major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC team.    
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
10. I don’t see any barriers that inhibit effective collaboration between regular and 
special education teachers outside of the time allotted for PLC meetings.   
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree
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11. My Professional Learning Community team spends time each week discussing the 
progress of special education students or students at risk.   
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
12. Participating in a Professional Learning Community with general and special 
education colleagues has helped me to identify the strategies needed to teach 
students with special needs and students at-risk. 
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
13. Participation in a Professional Learning Community with special education 
teachers, has given me ideas, which I have implemented regarding instructional 
practices related to data based monitoring of student’s academic performance.  
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
14. Participating in a Professional Learning Community with special education 
teachers, more than information from general educators has affected my ability to 
modify curriculum objectives for special education students and students at risk. 
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
15. When I have difficulty with a special needs student, I usually confer first with the 
special education teacher to identify possible interventions.  
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
 
16. Each teacher (regular and special education) has equal decision-making power 
when addressing the education of children in special education.   
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
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17. Resources such as teaching techniques and assessment methods when applied to 
children with special needs are shared equally between regular and general 
education teachers.     
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
18.  Regular and special education teachers share the responsibility for academic 
success (both positive and negative) of special education students?   
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
19. I see barriers such as time and teacher knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and special education teachers outside of the time 
allotted for PLC meetings.   
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
 
20. I believe that participating in a Professional Learning Community with general 
education colleagues have primarily helped me to identify the strategies needed to 
teach students with special needs and students at-risk. 
a. Strongly Agree  
b. Agree 
c. Disagree  
d. Strongly Disagree 
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115 
URBAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
Collaborative Planning Cycle - Teacher Reflection  
Date    Grade     Teacher’s Name   
Today’s collaboration supported the SMART Goal of:     
            
What do we need to conduct ourselves as a high-functioning team? 
 Did I send/receive the collaboration agenda in a timely manner?    
         Yes___ No___ 
Did the agenda guide the collaboration?    Yes___ No___ 
Did I adhere to the team meeting norms?    Yes___ No___ 
Did my teammates adhere to the team meeting norms?  Yes___ No___ 
Did all team members come prepared?   Yes___ No___ 
Did all team members actively participate?   Yes___ No___ 
Did regular and special education teachers participate equally?     
         Yes___ No___ 
notes            
            
What do we want all students to learn? 
The team focused on the Priority Standard(s):      
The standard(s) are mastered in Quarter ___ on Galileo, and the percentage tested 
(from the AIMS Blueprint) is    
Was the work today a continuation from the unwrapping/deconstructing process?  
         Yes___ No___ 
Did the team discuss what end-of-quarter mastery of the skill(s) looks like?  
        Yes___ No___ 
Did the team discuss what end-of-year mastery of the skill(s) looks like?   
         Yes___ No___ 
Did the team discuss scaffolding objectives for special education students and 
struggling learners?  
notes            
            
How will we deliver first-best instruction? 
The team is utilizing the following resources during our instruction: 
            
            
The IC Map accessed today was     Highlight the key 
points from Variation A: 
Teacher:           
            
Student:           
            
Describe new learning or a new strategy you will use to impact first-best 
instruction: 
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How will we know when they’ve learned it? 
Describe the student work sample(s)/common assessments that were shared 
today:  
            
What percentage of students showed mastery of the skill? Your class___  grade 
level___ 
Has the team submitted a copy of the pre- and post- common assessment?   
        Yes___ No___  
Has the team developed the scoring criteria (rubric, varied assessments)?   
         Yes___ No___ 
Did the team discuss uniform grading practices?  Yes___ No___ 
notes            
            
How will we respond when students already know it? 
Has the team planned for differentiated instruction with extension/enrichment?  
         Yes___ No___ 
explain           
            
            
How will we respond when students don’t learn? 
Does the team have a plan for Intervention-RTI and POI?  Yes___ No___ 
List the support/small group instruction given to your special education student, 
_______________, this week:_________________________________________ 
Provide an account of the progress your special education student has made this 
week: ___________________________________________________________ 
What support do you need to successfully intervene?     
       ___________    
Are you providing small group instruction in Tier I and Tier II?   
         Yes___ No___ 
Has the team created an assessment to measure mastery of the intervention?  
         Yes___ No___ 
How will we know if our instruction is the stimulus for student learning? 
Did the team discuss Action Research (using data to impact instruction)?  
         Yes___ No___  
Did the team analyze assessment(s) and evaluate the effectiveness?   
         Yes___ No___ 
Did the team discuss SMART Goals and Student Goals? Yes___ No___ 
I would like to have additional support and time for P.D. in the area of (be specific): 
      __________________    
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Describe one or more specific situations or challenges presented in the group 
discussion this week relative to a child eligible for specials education services. 
 
Explain how the group discussion helped you regarding your own classroom instruction 
for a child eligible for special education services, including how the suggestions will (or 
will not) be implemented. 
 
Describe contributions provided to one or more of your class colleagues for 
challenging situations related to a child eligible for special education services they faced 
this week. 
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SURVEY QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES FOR ALL TEACHERS THAT RELATE  
 
TO TEACHER PERCEPTIONS AND EXCHANGE OF IDEAS  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Teacher Perceptions of a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – All Teams 
Survey Questions Pre-Survey 
n = 16 
Post-Survey 
n = 13 
7. I believe that working with the 
special education teacher during my 
PLC time is beneficial to my practice 
when addressing interventions for 
children with special needs.  
Agree = 13 
Disagree = 3 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 5 
No Response = 2 
10. Participating in a PLC with general 
and special education colleagues has 
helped me to identify the strategies 
needed to teach students with special 
needs and students at-risk. 
Agree = 10 
Disagree = 6 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 8 
 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in 
my PLC gives my team the 
professional development needed to 
address the diverse needs of students 
who are eligible for special education 
services.  
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 9 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 1 
 
14. Participating in a PLC with special 
education teachers, more than 
information from general educators has 
affected my ability to modify 
curriculum objectives for special 
education students and students at risk. 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 2 
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 8 
No Response = 1 
 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-making 
power when addressing the education 
of children in special education. 
 
Agree = 15 
Disagree = 1 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 2 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods 
when applied to children with special 
needs are shared equally between 
regular and general education teachers. 
 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 9 
 
17. Regular and special education 
teachers share the responsibility for 
academic success (both positive and 
negative) of special education students? 
Agree = 12 
Disagree = 3 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 5 
No Response = 1 
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18. I see barriers such as time and 
teacher knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and 
special education teachers outside of 
the time allotted for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree = 12 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 2 
Agree = 9 
Disagree = 4 
 
19. I don’t see any barriers that inhibit 
effective collaboration between regular 
and special education teachers outside 
of the time allotted for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
No Response = 3 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 9 
No Response = 1 
 
20. I believe that participating in a PLC 
with general education colleagues has 
primarily helped me to identify the 
strategies needed to teach students with 
special needs and students at-risk. 
Agree = 13 
Disagree = 2 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 2 
 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Exchange of Ideas During a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – All Teams 
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey 
n = 16 
Post-Survey 
n = 13 
2. The special education teacher 
provides major contributions for 
general education students as a member 
of the PLC team.    
Agree = 9 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 7 
 
3. The special education teacher 
provides major contributions for 
students with special needs as a 
member of the PLC team. 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 2 
 
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 6 
 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first 
with one of my regular education 
colleagues to identify possible 
interventions. 
Agree = 15 
Disagree = 1 
 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 5 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first 
with the special education teacher to 
identify possible interventions.  
Agree = 7 
Disagree = 8 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 6 
Disagree = 7 
 
6. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first 
with an administrator to identify 
possible interventions. 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 15 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
8. At least one time during the week, 
outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of 
accommodations or other interventions 
needed by my students with special 
needs.   
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 10 
 
9. My Professional Learning 
Community team spends time each 
week discussing the progress of special 
education students or students at risk 
Agree = 11 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 5 
 
11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance.  
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 8 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 7 
No Response = 2 
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12. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s 
appropriate classroom behavior. 
Agree = 8 
Disagree = 8 
 
Agree = 5 
Disagree = 6 
No Response = 2 
 
n= number of teachers  
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SURVEY QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES THAT RELATE TO TEACHER  
 
PERCEPTIONS AND EXCHANGE OF IDEAS - TEAM A – FIRST GRADE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
124 
Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Teacher Perceptions of a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team A – First Grade 
Survey Questions Pre-Survey 
n = 6 
Post-Survey 
n = 6 
7. I believe that working with the 
special education teacher during my 
PLC time is beneficial to my practice 
when addressing interventions for 
children with special needs.  
 
Agree = 4 
Disagree = 2 
 
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
10. Participating in a PLC with 
general and special education 
colleagues has helped me to identify 
the strategies needed to teach students 
with special needs and students at-
risk. 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 3 
 
Agree = 3 
Disagree = 3 
 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in 
my PLC gives my team the 
professional development needed to 
address the diverse needs of students 
who are eligible for special education 
services.  
Agree = 1 
Disagree = 4 
No Response = 1 
Agree = 2 
Disagree = 4 
 
14. Participating in a PLC with 
special education teachers, more than 
information from general educators 
has affected my ability to modify 
curriculum objectives for special 
education students and students at 
risk. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
3 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-making 
power when addressing the education 
of children in special education. 
Agree 
6 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
2 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods 
when applied to children with special 
needs are shared equally between 
regular and general education 
teachers. 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
5 
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17. Regular and special education 
teachers share the responsibility for 
academic success (both positive and 
negative) of special education 
students? 
Agree 
5 
Disagree  
1 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
3 
No Response 
1 
18. I see barriers such as time and 
teacher knowledge that inhibit 
effective collaboration between 
regular and special education teachers 
outside of the time allotted for PLC 
meetings.   
 
Agree  
5 
Disagree 
0 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
5 
Disagree 
1 
 
19. I don’t see any barriers that 
inhibit effective collaboration 
between regular and special education 
teachers outside of the time allotted 
for PLC meetings.   
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
4 
No Response 
2 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
4 
No Response 
1 
20. I believe that participating in a 
PLC with general education 
colleagues has primarily helped me to 
identify the strategies needed to teach 
students with special needs and 
students at-risk. 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
5 
Disagree 
1 
 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Exchange of Ideas During a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team A – First Grade  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey 
n = 6 
Post-Survey 
n = 6 
2. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for general education 
students as a member of the PLC team.    
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
3 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team. 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
4 
No Response 
2 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues 
to identify possible interventions. 
Agree 
6 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify 
possible interventions.  
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
4 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
 
6. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
an administrator to identify possible 
interventions. 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
5 
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
3 
 
8. At least one time during the week, 
outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations 
or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
3 
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9. My Professional Learning Community 
team spends time each week discussing 
the progress of special education 
students or students at risk 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
1 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
2 
 
11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance.  
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
4 
No Response 
1 
12. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s 
appropriate classroom behavior. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
4 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
4 
No Response 
1 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Teacher Perceptions of a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team B – Sixth Grade 
Survey Questions Pre-Survey 
n = 4 
Post-Survey 
n = 4 
7. I believe that working with the 
special education teacher during my 
PLC time is beneficial to my practice 
when addressing interventions for 
children with special needs.  
 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
No Response  
1 
10. Participating in a PLC with 
general and special education 
colleagues has helped me to identify 
the strategies needed to teach 
students with special needs and 
students at-risk. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
4 
 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in 
my PLC gives my team the 
professional development needed to 
address the diverse needs of students 
who are eligible for special education 
services.  
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
4 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
No Response 
1 
14. Participating in a PLC with 
special education teachers, more than 
information from general educators 
has affected my ability to modify 
curriculum objectives for special 
education students and students at 
risk. 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
No Response 
1 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-
making power when addressing the 
education of children in special 
education. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
0 
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16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods 
when applied to children with special 
needs are shared equally between 
regular and general education 
teachers. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
3 
 
17. Regular and special education 
teachers share the responsibility for 
academic success (both positive and 
negative) of special education 
students? 
Agree 
2 
Disagree  
1 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
18. I see barriers such as time and 
teacher knowledge that inhibit 
effective collaboration between 
regular and special education 
teachers outside of the time allotted 
for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree  
3 
Disagree 
0 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
19. I don’t see any barriers that 
inhibit effective collaboration 
between regular and special 
education teachers outside of the 
time allotted for PLC meetings.   
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
3 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
3 
 
20. I believe that participating in a 
PLC with general education 
colleagues has primarily helped me 
to identify the strategies needed to 
teach students with special needs and 
students at-risk. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
No Response 
1 
 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
0 
 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Exchange of Ideas During a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team B – Sixth Grade  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey 
n = 4 
Post-Survey 
n = 4 
2. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for general education 
students as a member of the PLC team.    
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
3 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team. 
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues 
to identify possible interventions. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
4 
Disagree 
0 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify 
possible interventions.  
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
 
6. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
an administrator to identify possible 
interventions. 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
4 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
4 
 
8. At least one time during the week, 
outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations 
or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
No Response 
1 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
3 
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9. My Professional Learning Community 
team spends time each week discussing 
the progress of special education 
students or students at risk 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
 
11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance.  
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
3 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
No Response 
1 
12. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s 
appropriate classroom behavior. 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
3 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
No Response 
1 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Teacher Perceptions of a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team C – 7th Grade 
Survey Questions Pre-Survey 
n = 3 
Post-Survey 
n = 1 
7. I believe that working with the special 
education teacher during my PLC time is 
beneficial to my practice when addressing 
interventions for children with special needs. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
10. Participating in a PLC with general and 
special education colleagues has helped me 
to identify the strategies needed to teach 
students with special needs and students at-
risk. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in my 
PLC gives my team the professional 
development needed to address the diverse 
needs of students who are eligible for special 
education services.  
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
14. Participating in a PLC with special 
education teachers, more than information 
from general educators has affected my 
ability to modify curriculum objectives for 
special education students and students at 
risk. 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
1 
 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-making power 
when addressing the education of children in 
special education. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
16. Resources such as teaching techniques 
and assessment methods when applied to 
children with special needs are shared 
equally between regular and general 
education teachers. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
17. Regular and special education teachers 
share the responsibility for academic success 
(both positive and negative) of special 
education students? 
Agree 
2 
Disagree  
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
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18. I see barriers such as time and teacher 
knowledge that inhibit effective 
collaboration between regular and special 
education teachers outside of the time 
allotted for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree  
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
19. I don’t see any barriers that inhibit 
effective collaboration between regular and 
special education teachers outside of the time 
allotted for PLC meetings.   
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
1 
 
20. I believe that participating in a PLC with 
general education colleagues has primarily 
helped me to identify the strategies needed to 
teach students with special needs and 
students at-risk. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
1 
 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Exchange of Ideas During a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team C - Seventh Grade  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey 
n = 3 
Post-Survey 
n = 1 
2. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for general education 
students as a member of the PLC team.    
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team. 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues 
to identify possible interventions. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
1 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify 
possible interventions.  
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
6. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
an administrator to identify possible 
interventions. 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
3 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
1 
 
8. At least one time during the week, 
outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations 
or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
9. My Professional Learning Community 
team spends time each week discussing 
the progress of special education 
students or students at risk. 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
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11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
performance.  
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
12. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s 
appropriate classroom behavior. 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
0 
 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Teacher Perceptions of a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team D – 8th Grade 
Survey Questions Pre-Survey 
n = 3 
Post-Survey 
n = 2 
7. I believe that working with the 
special education teacher during my 
PLC time is beneficial to my practice 
when addressing interventions for 
children with special needs.  
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
10. Participating in a PLC with 
general and special education 
colleagues has helped me to identify 
the strategies needed to teach 
students with special needs and 
students at-risk. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
13. Inclusion of a special educator in 
my PLC gives my team the 
professional development needed to 
address the diverse needs of students 
who are eligible for special education 
services.  
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
14. Participating in a PLC with 
special education teachers, more than 
information from general educators 
has affected my ability to modify 
curriculum objectives for special 
education students and students at 
risk. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
15. Each teacher (regular and special 
education) has equal decision-
making power when addressing the 
education of children in special 
education. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
0 
 
16. Resources such as teaching 
techniques and assessment methods 
when applied to children with special 
needs are shared equally between 
regular and general education 
teachers. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
140 
17. Regular and special education 
teachers share the responsibility for 
academic success (both positive and 
negative) of special education 
students? 
Agree 
3 
Disagree  
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
18. I see barriers such as time and 
teacher knowledge that inhibit 
effective collaboration between 
regular and special education 
teachers outside of the time allotted 
for PLC meetings.   
 
Agree  
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
2 
 
19. I don’t see any barriers that 
inhibit effective collaboration 
between regular and special 
education teachers outside of the 
time allotted for PLC meetings.   
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
20. I believe that participating in a 
PLC with general education 
colleagues has primarily helped me 
to identify the strategies needed to 
teach students with special needs and 
students at-risk. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
0 
 
n= number of teachers  
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Survey Questions and Responses That Correlate with Exchange of Ideas During a 
Guided Collaboration Approach – Team D – 8th Grade  
Survey Questions by number Pre-Survey 
n = 4 
Post-Survey 
n = 4 
2. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for general education 
students as a member of the PLC team.    
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
3. The special education teacher provides 
major contributions for students with 
special needs as a member of the PLC 
team. 
 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
4. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
one of my regular education colleagues 
to identify possible interventions. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
0 
 
5. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
the special education teacher to identify 
possible interventions.  
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
6. When I have difficulty with a special 
needs student, I usually confer first with 
an administrator to identify possible 
interventions. 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
3 
 
Agree 
0 
Disagree 
2 
 
8. At least one time during the week, 
outside of the PLC collaboration time, I 
discuss the progress of accommodations 
or other interventions needed by my 
students with special needs.   
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
 
9. My Professional Learning Community 
team spends time each week discussing 
the progress of special education 
students or students at risk. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
11. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s academic 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
 
Agree 
1 
Disagree 
1 
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performance.  
12. Participation in a PLC with special 
education teachers, has given me ideas, 
which I have implemented regarding 
instructional practices related to data 
based monitoring of student’s 
appropriate classroom behavior. 
Agree 
3 
Disagree 
0 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
0 
 
n = number of eighth grade teacher responses
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